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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
The House met at 12 noon and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore CMr. FOLEY]. 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPO RE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid 
before the House the following com
munication from the Speaker: 

.WASHINGTON, DC., 
July 13, 1987. 

I hereby designate the Honorable THOMAS 
S. FOLEY to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
Tuesday, July 14, 1987. 

JIM WRIGHT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

We pray, 0 God, that as we confront 
old problems we may do so filled with 
new vision and renewed spirit. In
crease our resolve to face the recur
ring pain of alienation-between na
tions and peoples, between families 
and groups, between enemies and 
sometimes between friends, and 
remind us each day that You have 
made us as one people to share the 
eternal bond of Your loving spirit. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

FOLEY). The Chair has examined the 
Journal of the last day's proceedings 
and announces to the House his ap
proval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the 
Journal stands approved. 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, pursuant to clause 1, rule I, I 
demand a vote on agreeing to the 
Chair's approval of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the Chair's approval of 
the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present 
and make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 298, nays 

103, answered "present" 2, not voting 
30, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Akak.a 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bak.er 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Bateman 
Bates 
Bellenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bil bray 
Boggs 
Bonior<MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brennan 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<CA> 
Brown<CO> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Clarke 
Clinger 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Combest 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crockett 
Daniel 
Darden 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan<ND> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 

[Roll No. 266) 

YEAS-298 
Eckart Lewis <GA> 
Edwards <CA> Lipinski 
English Lloyd 
Erdreich Lowry <WA> 
Espy Lujan 
Evans Luken, Thomas 
Fascell Lungren 
Fawell MacKay 
Fazio Manton 
Feighan Markey 
Fish Martinez 
Flake Matsui 
Flippo Mavroules 
Florio Mazzoli 
Foley Mccloskey 
Ford <TN> McCUrdy 
Frank McDade 
Frost McEwen 
Garcia McHugh 
Gaydos McMillen <MD> 
Gejdenson Meyers 
Gibbons Mfume 
Gilman Mica 
Glickman Miller <WA> 
Gonzalez Mineta 
Gradison Moak.ley 
Grant Mollohan 
Gray <IL> Montgomery 
Gray <PA> Moody 
Green Morella 
Guarini Morrison <CT> 
Gunderson Morrison <WA> 
Hall <OH> Murphy 
Hall <TX> Murtha 
Hamilton Myers 
Hammerschmidt Nagle 
Harris Natcher 
Hatcher Neal 
Hawkins Nelson 
Hayes <IL> Nichols 
Hayes <LA> Nowak 
Hefley Oak.ar 
Hefner Oberstar 
Herger Obey 
Hertel Olin 
Hiler Ortiz 
Hochbrueckner Owens <NY> 
Holloway Owens <UT> 
Horton Oxley 
Houghton Packard 
Hoyer Panetta 
Hubbard Patterson 
Huckaby Pease 
Hutto Pelosi 
Hyde Pepper 
Jeffords Perkins 
Jenkins Petri 
Jones <NC> Pickett 
Jones CTN> Pickle 
Jontz Porter 
Kanjorski Price <IL> 
Kaptur Price <NC> 
Kasi ch Pursell 
Kastenmeier Rahall 
Kennedy Rangel 
Kennelly Ray 
Kildee Regula 
Kleczka Rhodes 
Kolter Richardson 
Kostmayer Rinaldo 
LaFalce Ritter 
Lancaster Robinson 
Lantos Rodino 
Lehman <CA> Rose 
Lehman <FL> Roth 
Leland Rowland <CT> 
Lent Rowland <GA> 
Levin <MI> Roybal 
Levine <CA> Russo 

Sabo 
Sawyer 
Schneider 
Schulze 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter <NY> 
Smith<FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith<NJ) 
Smith<TX> 
Sn owe 
Solarz 
Spratt 

Arm.ey 
Badham 
Ballenger 
Barton 
Bentley 
Bilirak.is 
Billey 
Boehlert 
Boulter 
Buechner 
Bunning 
Burton 
Chandler 
Cheney 
Coats 
Coble 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 
Davis <IL> 
De Lay 
Dickinson 
DioGuardi 
Doman<CA> 
Dreier 
Emerson 
Fields 
Frenzel 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Grandy 
Gregg 
Hansen 

St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Sweeney 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 

NAYS-103 
Hastert 
Henry 
Hopkins 
Hunter 
lnhofe 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Kolbe 
Konnyu 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach <IA> 
Lewis<CA> 
Lewis<FL> 
Lightfoot 
Lott 
Lowery<CA> 
Lukens, Donald 
Mack 
Madigan 
Martin (IL) 
Martin<NY> 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McGrath 
McMillan <NC> 
Michel 
Miller<OH> 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Nielson 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Penny 
Quillen 

VanderJagt 
Vento 
Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young(FL) 

Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Roukema 
Saiki 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Sensenbrenner 
Sikorski 
Skeen 
Slaughter <VA> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swindall 
Tauke 
Thomas<CA> 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Whittaker 
Wolf 
Young<AK> 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-2 
Courter 

Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Clay 
Coleman <MO> 
Davis <MI> 
Dellums 
Edwards <OK> 
Foglietta 
Ford <MI> 
Gephardt 

Gordon 

NOT VOTING-30 
Howard 
Hughes 
Johnson <CT> 
Johnson <SD> 
Kemp 
Leath<TX> 
Livingston 
Marlenee 
Miller <CA> 
Mrazek 

0 1225 

Ravenel 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rostenkowski 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schumer 
Stenholm 
Williams 
Wylie 

Mr. DORNAN of California changed 
his vote from "yea" to "nay." 

So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., D 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed with an 
amendment in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested. A bill of the 
House of the following title: 

H.R. 2782. An act to authorize appropria
tions to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration for research and develop
ment; space flight, control and data commu
nications; construction of facilities; and re
search and program management; and for 
other purposes. 

The message also announced that 
the Senate had passed bills of the fol
lowing titles, in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested: 

S. 1047. An act to amend Public Law 94-
241, the Joint Resolution approving the 
Covenant to Establish a Commonwealth of 
the Northern Mariana Islands in Political 
Union with the United States of America, 
and for other purposes; and 

S. 1452. An act to amend the Securities 
Act of 1933, the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934, the Public Utility Holding Company 
Act of 1935, the Trust Indenture Act of 
1939, the Investment Company Act of 1940, 
and the Investment Advisers Act of 1940 to 
make certain technical, clarifying, and con
forming amendments, to authorize appro
priations to the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, and for other purposes. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that my special 
order replace the special order of the 
gentleman from California CMr. 
STARK] at the end of the sesoion today. 
He has agreed to this request. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
FOLEY). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia? · 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMIT
TEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE OF 
COMMITI'EE ON THE JUDICI
ARY TO SIT TODAY DURING 
THE 5-MINUTE RULE 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask that the Subcommittee 
on Criminal Justice of the Committee 
on the Judiciary be permitted to sit on 
Wednesday, July 15, 1987, while the 
House is reading for amendment 
under the 5-minute rule. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

THE LEGACY OF THE IRAN
CONTRA HEARINGS 

<Mr. BUSTAMANTE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.> 

Mr. BUSTAMANTE. Mr. Speaker, 
the testimony we all have heard from 
the Iran-Contra hearings over the past 

week disturbs me very deeply. I have 
voted for Contra aid. I am a Korean 
veteran. 

We have been saying over and over 
in this bicentennial year of the Consti
tution that we are a nation of laws, 
not men. This administration clearly 
pays no attention to that principle. 

I am a firm anti-Communist. To 
varying degrees, so is every Member of 
this body. But our beliefs must be sub
servient to the Constitution and to the 
checks and balances of representative 
government. 

What legacy do we leave our chil
dren by a policy which consists of lies, 
deceptions, shredding, fictions and dis
regard for the law? I will answer, no 
legacy at all. 

None of us should be blind to the 
lessons these hearings offer. As an in
stitution this Congress must insist on 
full disclosure and full accountability. 
We must do our best to see to it that 
such policies of deceit and contempt 
are never attempted again. 

NAPAP REPORT 
<Mr. COATS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.> 

Mr. COATS. Mr. Speaker, last week 
the House Energy and Commerce Sub
committee on Health and the Environ
ment held 2 days of hearings and pro
posed amendments to the Clean Air 
Act. 

While no witnesses from the Nation
al Acid Rain Precipitation Assessment 
Program were testifying at the hear
ing, I thought Members would be in
terested to know what some of the 
preliminary results from their interim 
report issued July 2 were. 

Man-made sulfur dioxide emissions 
have decreased 28 percent since 1973. 
Electric utility emissions are down 10 
percent since 1975, even though coal 
consumption is up 70 percent during 
that same period. 

The report also shows no correlation 
between acid rain and yields of agri
cultural crops. In fact, there might 
even be a slightly positive impact, ac
cording to the report, on soil as nitro
gen and sulfur are added~ 

No negative effects of acid rain on 
forests or tree seedlings was found by 
NAP AP. . 

No evidence of western lake acidifi
cation and some evidence to suggest 
that Eastern lake acidification may 
have more to do with unique water
shed characteristics than originally 
thought. 

Research is bringing us answers to 
this question. Congress has mandated 
this group to provide us with the an
swers from a scientific basis. Let us re
ceive those answers and act according
ly, and not do something on the basis 
of politics as we address this critical 
question of acid rain. 

THE STATE OF DEMOCRACY IN 
THE LATE 20TH CENTURY 

<Mr. JACOBS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.> 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, in con
nection with the administration's 
secret plan to use weapons as ransom 
to release hostages and ship those 
weapons to terrorists, Robert McFar
lane is quoted by Newsweek as having 
said to Colonel North: "But the coun
try won't know, and would complain if 
they did know." 

Such is the state of democracy in 
the late 20th century. Orwell's 1984 
was also the state of democracy in the 
late 20th century, and one wonders 
how newspeak overlooked the term 
"project democracy." 

It has been said that there is that 
corporation government, and if it shall 
go astray who shall control it, that 
corporation which can make the popu
lace its playthings in an hour and its 
victims forever. 

OLIVER NORTH'S TESTIMONY 

(Mr. BILIRAKIS asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, last 
week Lt. Col. Oliver North let the 
Nation know what was on his mind
and the people of the Ninth Congres
sional District of Florida let me know 
what was on theirs. 

Cards, letters, and phone calls began 
pouring into my office-and from 
what I hear my experience wasn't un
usual. Do you know what they had to 
say, Mr. Speaker? 

Let me take a moment to read some 
of their comments: 

"I'm sure our enemies are grinning 
from ear to ear." "Our country, the 
President and the people are embar
rassed." "Stop the witch hunt!" 
"When this hearing is over I doubt if 
any country in the world will join us 
in covert activity of any kind." 

Mr. Speaker, I believe these people
and thousands more like them across 
the country-see in Colonel North a 
leader dedicated to his country and 
willing to stand up and be counted. 
More than anyone in recent memory 
he has energized the debate on what · 
our foreign policy should be. 

If his testimony brings us to clearly 
define what role the President and the 
Congress should play in setting and 
carrying out foreign policy, where the 
authority and responsibility of each 
begins and ends, then he truly will 
have served his country well. 
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UP TO THE MINUTE REPORT ON 

CONSTITUTIONAL CONVEN-
TION OF JULY 14, 1787 
<Mr. GEKAS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I am re
porting to you today from the floor of 
the Constitutional Convention in 
Philadelphia. It is July 14, 1787. There 
is a break in the action. 

Ben Franklin has just come in and is 
conferring with James Madison on the 
side. Madison is about to take notes on 
the ferocious debate that has just 
taken place where the delegates were 
arguing about whether or not to sup
port a motion to limit the number of 
Western States that could come into 
the Union. 

There was some philosophy on the 
part of the small States that to allow 
any new States to come in would 
simply rob them even further of the 
power that they felt they should have. 
That motion was defeated, and so now 
the Members and the delegates at the 
Convention are poised for the next 
couple of days to finalize the issue of 
what composition the Congress of the 
United States shall have. 

I will report more as the delegates 
begin to confer. I will report from the 
floor of the Convention during a hot 
summer here in Philadelphia. 

ON EXCELLENCE IN GOVERN
MENT MANAGEMENT ACT 
<Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, 
there has been considerable discussion 
about two of Ronald Reagan's lega
cies: a far right wing judiciary and a 
crushing, overwhelming national debt. 
There is another legacy which should 
concern us as much. Ronald Reagan 
has done a great deal to destroy the 
ability of the Government to do its 
work. 

Start with a decade of pay and bene
fit cuts, add a huge dose of incompe
tent and unethical political appoint
ments, and spice with venomous at
tacks on the bureaucracy by the Presi
dent and his buddies, and you have a 
recipe for dismantling the Govern
ment. 

The symptoms of the crippling of 
the Government are beginning to 
show. The best college and graduate 
students are not interested in working 
for the Federal Government. Top 
senior managers are bailing out to go 
work for employers who respect and 
value them. Agencies cannot hire the 
scientists, engineers, and other prof es
sionals necessary to deal with our com
plex society. 

Ronald Reagan may believe his own 
rhetoric about making the Govern-

ment disappear. But, most of the rest 
of us know that the Government will 
continue to have difficult functions to 
perform in the future and we will need 
a civil service capable of performing 
those tasks. 

That is why I introduced H.R. 2882, 
the Excellence in Government Man
agement Act on July 1. It would give 
us the tools to attract and retain the 
best to Government. 

One provision which I think is of 
special interest would create a ROTC
style program for the civil service. Ex
cellent college students specializing in 
fields which the Government needs 
could get the last 2 years of their col
lege paid for by the Government in ex
change for a service commitment. 

The Subcommittee on Civil Service, 
which I chair, will begin hearings on 
H.R. 2882 this fall. 

TESTIMONY OF OLIVER NORTH 
VERSUS BUD McFARLANE 

<Mr. DORNAN of California asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, just an afterthought for my 
colleague from Colbrado. I beg to 
differ with the gentlewoman. At 
$89,500 a year pay for Members of 
Congress there are many young col
lege graduates of both genders that 
would be thrilled to come here and 
serve for a few terms. Maybe it is the 
myriad of other jobs in the Federal 
bureaucracy that they are avoiding. 
All those leaks perhaps. 

Mr. Speaker, everyone's favorite 
female candidate for President on the 
majority side is the distinguished prior 
speaker. Mine too. But on the male 
side, my favorite democratic candidate 
is the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. NUNN], who just did 
something very fair, very decent at the 
Iran-Contra hearings. Mr. Bud McFar
lane is going to testify again late this 
afternoon. The distingished Senator 
from Georgia walked the very distin
guished young Lieutanent Colonel 
North through every alledged contra
diction that Bud McFarlane is report
ed in the press to be worried about. 
Colonel North has stuck to his earlier 
testimony on every single point where 
these two friends and fell ow marines 
seem to disagree. 

I visited three times this week with 
Colonel North over at the hearings 
during breaks. He is obviously an emo
tionally solid person and natural 
leader as we have all seen. Bud McFar
lane is a figure of great tragedy. We 
all like him a great deal. He is an ad
mirable man. His father served with 
distinction in this Chamber as a U.S. 
Congressman, and Bud of late years 
also has thought of elective office. 

I do not know why he demanded to 
testify. I hope it is for some under-

standable fine tuning. But I believe it 
was in poor taste for the committee to 
accept his request to run the gamut 
again. Bud McFarlane was as steady as 
a rock when he was serving our coun
try but he hated resigning from that 
superb and unique position of Nation
al Security Advisor. He has had very 
depressing periods ever since, and I 
think that it hurts him to see his ex
cellent career temporarily ground to a 
halt. He also sees the folk hero status 
that Colonel North has achieved over 
the last 6 days of the hearings. He is 
deeply hurt by some inconsistencies. 
Honest men do disagree. Memories do 
vary. Ask judges. Remember "Rasho
mon." 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the Senator 
from Georgia and it is with much 
sorrow that I will be watching Bud 
McFarlane's return to the pressure 
cooker this afternoon. I hope that it is 
over with as quickly as possible. 

ARMY SHOULD NOT TAKE A 
BACK SEAT IN ARMED FORCES 
STRUCTURE 
<Mr. MCCURDY asked and was 

given perm1ss1on to address the 
Houses for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Speaker, since 
1981, the administration has been put
ting increasing emphasis on funding 
for the Navy and Air Force. Some nec
essary improvements have been made, 
but they have come at the expense of 
the backbone of our conventional 
forces, the Army. 

There is now a real possibility that 
the United States will reach a zero
option agreement with the Soviet 
Union. If such an agreement were to 
materialize, the United States could be 
left in a position of extreme force im
balance in Western Europe. 

Currently, Warsaw Pact forces out
number NATO forces by up to a 2 to 1 
margin. Although the United States 
leads the Soviets in a few limited 
areas, the U.S.S.R. still far outnum
bers us in main battletanks, fighting 
vehicles, artillery, antitank weapons, 
mortar, armored personnel carriers, 
and division equivalents. These weap
ons, coupled with Soviet tactical air 
advantages, paint a grim picture for 
our conventional forces in Western 
Europe. 

With a 600-ship Navy, our maritime 
forces should be well prepared in the 
event of a superpower conflict. But if 
NATO loses the war on land, winning 
the war at sea will not matter. The 
Army must be well equipped and well 
trained if we are to achieve total 
Armed Forces modernization. 

Unfortunately, I am afraid that we 
are headed in the wrong direction. 
The Army has been getting a steadily 
decreasing percentage of the DOD 
budget for procurement, R&D, and op-
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erations and maintenance. This has 
lead to a "readiness crunch" for the 
Army that must be addressed. 

In the words of the former Army 
Chief, General Wickham, "the Army 
contributes strongly to deterrence be
cause it is forward deployed; because it 
can rapidly reinforce our NATO com
mitment; and because it can quickly 
deploy anywhere in the world to meet 
contingencies." 

Mr. Speaker, we can no longer let 
our goals of modernization and readi
ness be undercut by making the Army 
take a back seat in our Armed Forces 
structure. 

0 1240 
TAXPAYER DEFICIT REDUCTION 

ACT OF 1987 
<Mr. SMITH of New Jersey asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remaks. > 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to introduce leg
islation to make more readily available 
an avenue by which each taxpayer 
may contribute to our Nation's overall 
fiscal health through deficit reduc
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, the Taxpayer Deficit 
Reduction Act of 1987 provides for a 
checkoff, of sorts, on Federal tax re
turns which allows taxpayers to desig
nate any part of a refund for deficit 
reduction. 

Most Members of the House are 
probably already aware that there cur
rently exists an office known as the 
Bureau of the Public Debt under the 
Department of the Treasury to which 
contributions can be sent for use in 
mitigating Federal debt and thereby 
moving toward elimination of the defi
cit. 

How many of my colleagues are 
aware, however, that last year only 
$245,000 in voluntary contributions 
were received toward that purpose? 
Over the 4 years during which private 
contributions to the Bureau have been 
allowed some 9,659 donations have 
been received averaging $145 each and 
bringing the total contributions to 
$1,400,000. Mr. Speaker, I don't believe 
the lackluster response is an indica
tion of unwillingness on the part of 
the American people. Instead, I feel 
that we have simply not provided easy 
access to the program. 

Through my bill, then, I am provid
ing the mechanism by which we can 
alert the American public to this ex
cellent avenue for deficit reduction, 
and at the same time we will be able to 
encourage participation in the pro
gram by providing accessibility. 

Perhaps my colleagues would be in
terested to know that for the tax year 
1986, a total of $94,425,007 ,000 was re
funded to American taxpayers. Of 
that total only $18,297,299,000 was re
funded to corporations. The remaining 

$72,077,589,000 was refunded to indi
viduals who had overpaid their tax li
ability. 

Mr. Speaker, the use of a tax form 
checkoff has proved very effective in 
New Jersey. Of the number of New 
Jersey State taxpayers 4 percent make 
use of one or more checkoffs available 
on the forms. Extrapolating from New 
Jersey's example alone, similar partici
pation in a deficit/debt reduction 
checkoff could result in an additional 
$45 million in Federal revenues desig
nated strictly for use to eliminate Fed
eral indebtedness. 

But clearly, Mr. Speaker, those who 
have already made use of contribu
tions to the debt have shown a willing
ness to donate more than just $5 to 
stop the deficit. As I mentioned earli
er, these people have given an average 
of $145, fully 19 times the amount 
used for our extrapolation. It is evi
dent, then, that the dollar estimate of 
participation is by all means a conserv
ative one. 

I urge by colleagues in the House to 
support this measure with their co
sponsorship and approval on the 
House floor. 

GENERAL NORIEGA: "START 
PACKING" 

<Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.> 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, a 
political tragedy of global dimensions 
seems certain in Panama where a mili
tary dictator, Gen. Manuel Noriega, is 
fighting ruthlessly, almost insanely to 
retain power. He controls the puppet 
government that was elected fraudu
lently. The people of Panama are 
clamoring for free elections, democrat
ic institutions and an end to Noriega's 
repression. 

Recently Noriega has incited riots 
against the U.S. Embassy and contin
ues to play up to the Castros, the Or
tegas and the Qadhafi's of the world. 
There is strong evidence that Noriega 
is deeply involved in torture, murder, 
drug trafficking and corruption. Other 
than these problems, he seems okay. 

General Noriega claims that his 
problems with the United States stem 
from reactionary forces that want to 
take back the Panama Canal, Noriega 
is wrong. Liberals, moderates and con
servatives all cannot stand him and 
want him out. Luckily it seems that 
the U.S. Government is sending these 
signals too. The Panamanian people 
like those of South Korea, Haiti, and 
Philippines want democracy. 

So, General Noriega, start packing, 
the Baby Doc's and Marcoses await 
you. 

LET US HONOR AND RESPECT 
OUR MILITARY SERVICES 

<Mrs. BENTLEY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.> 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, last 
week, while Colonel North was giving 
testimony, John Chancellor, a televi
sion commentator, pointedly referred 
to the colonel's uniform as a costume. 

Mr. Speaker, my veterans' organiza
tions understandably are incensed, as 
am I, about Mr. Chancellor's cynicism. 

The veterans not only have worn 
those uniforms with pride but bravely 
on the fields of battle. They have seen 
their buddies wearing that uniform die 
on the fields of battle so that we can 
continue to enjoy the freedom which 
our Founding Fathers provided for us 
200 years ago. 

That uniform which Chancellor so 
derogatorily calls a costume also has 
been worn with honor and distinction 
by more than half the Presidents of 
this Nation. Both the uniform and the 
services which wear it are the work of 
the Congress. Its wearers have defend
ed this Nation in a dozen wars and 
thousands of engagements. Despite 
anyone's personal feelings about Colo
nel North's actions, Colonel North 
earned his right to wear the Marine 
uniform in Vietnam in the service of 
his country. No one who has served 
this country and who is still on active 
duty should have to apologize to an 
armchair pundit for wearing his work 
clothes. 

I do not believe that this body 
should remain silent when craven 
slurs are made against those who pay 
with their lives for our freedoms. 

I, for one, will not be silent. John 
Chancellor deserves to be rebuked. 

ON THE NOMINATION OF 
ROBERT BORK TO THE SU
PREME COURT 
<M-;-s. COLLINS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her 
remarks.) 

Mrs. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, the 
President has nominated Judge 
Robert Bork to serve on the Supreme 
Court. 

Although some argue that Judge 
Bork is a well-respected judical schol
ar, that alone does not qualify him to 
be a Supreme Court Justice. 

A Justice must have compassion for 
all people. Judge Bork's writings show 
no sensitivity toward any disadvan
taged group. 

A Justice must demonstrate an abili
ty to listen to all points of view. Judge 
Bork's opinions fail to demonstrate a 
balancing of competing viewpoints. 

A Justice must see the Constitution 
as a document which adapts to the 
changing circumstances of American 
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society. Judge Bork's statements indi
cate he sees the Constitution as a 
rigid, static document which has not 
changed in 200 years. 

As a woman and as a black, I am 
afraid he sees the Constitution of 1987 
as the one of 1787. In that world, 
women had no legal standing. Worse, 
blacks were counted as only three
fifths of a human being. 
If Judge Bork is seated, this myopic 

viewpoint could drastically shift the 
delicate balance which currently exists 
on the Court. 

On a 5-to-4 vote this year, the Court 
upheld a temporary racial quota plan 
for Alabama State troopers. On a 5-to-
4 vote this year, the Court affirmed 
the first amendment rights of a 
woman to make a disparaging remark 
about the President. And on a "soft" 
6-to-3 vote, the Court approved an af
firmative action program which recog
nized women had been the victims of 
past discrimination. 

Next year, the Court will decide the 
validity of a woman's right to an abor
tion, the employment rights of gays, 
and a reverse discrimination case. If 
Judge Bork is confirmed, we already 
know the outcome of these cases. 

Clearly, this is wrone. The next Jus
tice must be a person of independence, 
impartiality, and integrity. Judge Bork 
does not possess these qualifications. 

For this reason, I urge our col
leagues in the other body to reject his 
nomination to the Supreme Court. 

REHABILITATION OF SALVADOR
AN CHILDREN, VICTIMS OF 
THE WAR 
<Mr. WOLF asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I just 
wanted to bring two points to the at
tention of my colleagues. First, as you 
will be seeing articles in the newspa
per, the Communist guerrillas in El 
Salvador have put an offensive togeth
er to destabilize the Duarte govern
ment. And in the process of doing this, 
many of the arms that are coming into 
El Salvador are coming from the Com
munist government of Nicaragua. 
Second, the Communist guerrillas in 
El Salvador are mining the fields, the 
coffee fields and places like that and 
blowing up young children, blowing 
off their hands and their arms and 
their feet. We have a project whereby 
we will be bringing up 25 young Salva
doran children who have been injured 
by the Communist guerrillas hopefully 
later this month to refit them, put ar
tificial arms and limbs on them. We 
are looking for hospitals that are will
ing to treat these children. TACA Air
lines has donated and agreed-and 
Eastern Airlines also-to bring 25 up 
per month. 

Arlington Hospital in my congres
sional district will be treating the first 
two children. Anyone who has any 
hospitals, orthopedic hospitals in their 
district that are willing to treat these 
young people, we would appreciate it 
if you would contact our office. 

ALL WITNESSES BEFORE 
CONGRESS SHOULD BE SWORN 
<Mr. KANJORSKI asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, 
there is a new game in town and that 
game is "come on up and tell the peo
ple's representatives, the Members of 
Congress, falsehoods and lies." 

For the last several weeks I have 
been amazed to watch high adminis
t ration officials including most recent
ly a decorated soldier of the United 
States, Colonel North, openly admit to 
the American electorate that he felt 
deception and lying to Congress was 
an acceptable operative method of car
rying out his program. 

In order to avoid this type of activity 
in the future I think this Congress has 
to take firm action and that action is 
to require all witnesses that appear 
before the people's body to take an 
oath to tell the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth. We require 
nothing less than that of witnesses in 
courts of law; why should we require 
anything less of witnesses before the 
Congress of the United States? 

I am preparing legislation now that 
will be introduced tomorrow and I ask 
my colleagues to join me, that would 
require every witness before a congres
sional committee to take an oath to 
tell the truth when they testify before 
that committee. Anything less is to 
assist in the distortion and deception 
that we have witnessed over the last 
several weeks. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1950 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 1950. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
GRAY of Illinois). Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 

SOUTH CAROLINA PEACH: MORE 
PRECIOUS THAN VOTES, 
SWEETER THAN A BUDGET 
VICTORY AND JUICIER THAN A 
WA3HINGTON SCANDAL 
<Mrs. PATTERSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
have here in my hand something more 

precious than votes, sweeter than a 
budget victory and juicier than a 
Washington scandal_..:...I hold in my 
hand a South Carolina peach. 

The South Carolina congressional 
delegation and the South Carolina 
Peach Council and Promotion Board 
today are proud to be able to present 
each Member of Congress with a 
basket of the cream of our crop of 
peaches! 

The peach industry is of vital impor
tance to the economy of South Caroli
na. In addition to being a principal 
source of farm income, the industry is 
an important employer for many of 
our rural workers. Many small enter
prises, such as packers, truckers, fertil
izer and chemical distributors, and 
farm implement dealers depend on our 
annual peach crop for a considerable 
portion of their income. 

We have more than 40,000 acres of 
peaches in cultivation and expect a 
crop this year in excess of 390 million 
pounds. South Carolina peaches are, 
perhaps, the perfect fruit. They are an 
excellent source of vitamin C, calcium, 
iron and fiber and contain only 38 cal
ories. 

At a time when farmers all over the 
United States are struggling, the 
peach farmers of South Carolina are 
proud to provide the Members of Con
gress with an example of American ag
riculture at its finest. 

LET US STOP THOSE LEAKS 
<Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. 
Speaker, one of the previous speakers 
mentioned that we ought to have all 
witnesses before the various commit
tees sworn in. I think that might not 
be a bad idea. But one of the reasons 
why some of the problems have oc
curred with the Iran-Contra problem 
as far as that is concerned is because 
there are leaks in the committees of 
the House. 

I sit on the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs and we had Mr. Casey, head of 
the Central Intelligence Agency before 
he passed away and Bud McFarlane 
and Secretary Shultz. Some of these 
hearings were top secret. The docu
ments that were given to our commit
tee were given to us and they were 
numbered so that we had to return 
them back in before the committee ad
journed. And every member of the 
committee was admonished not once, 
not twice, but three times not to di
vulge any of the contents or any of 
the things that took place during that 
hearing. And three of my colleagues, 
three of my colleagues went right out
side the door before the television 
cameras and divulged secret inf orma
tion to the American people that were 
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involved in these covert operations in 
these hearings. 

Now we cannot allow that to go on. I 
think the Congress of the United 
States and these committees in par
ticular-and this was a Foreign Affairs 
Committee I am talking about right 
now-need to be taken to task. Anyone 
who violates the rules, violates the 
rules of secrecy when those hearings 
are confidential should be taken to 
task and censured by this House. If we 
start doing this we will eliminate the 
problem once and for all. 

TRIBUTE TO GOV. A.B. "HAPPY" 
CHANDLER 

<Mr. HUBBARD asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.> 

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, Ken
tuckians love, admire, and are very 
proud of Albert Benjamin "Happy" 
Chandler, our former Governor and 
U.S. Senator whose 89th birthday is 
today. 

Yes, the people I represent in west
ern Kentucky, where Governor Chan
dler was born on July 14, 1898, want to 
express happy birthday wishes to this 
outstanding American. 

Thousands of Kentuckians are 
paying tribute to Governor Chandler 
today, including those at a party to
night in Lexington at which my long
time friend, Dr. Floyd Poore, of Flor
ence, KY, is the chairman of the 
event. 

The public career of Governor Chan
dler includes the fallowing: member of 
Kentucky State Senate, 1929-31; Lieu
tenant Governor of Kentucky, 1931-
35; Governor of Kentucky, 1935-39; 
U.S. Senator, 1939-45; commissioner of 
baseball, 1945-51; again Governor of 
Kentucky, 1955-59; founded A.B. 
Chandler Medical Center, 1959; and in
ducted into Baseball Hall of Fame, 
1982. 

Again, happy birthday, "Happy" 
Chandler, upon your 89th birthday. 

My wife Carol and I, who are so very 
proud that Governor Chandler was a 
soloist at our wedding years ago, wish 
for him, his lovely wife Mildred, their 
children, and large family God's rich
est blessings. 
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RELIGIOUS REPRESSION OF 
BAHA'IS 

<Mr. MILLER of Washington asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, last week members of the 
Baha'i faith commemorated the anni
versary of the martyrdom of the Bab, 
the young Persian whose teachings 
laid the foundation for the Baha'i reli
gion. 

Just as that young man was execut
ed by Persian authorities because of 
his religious views, today the Govern
ment of Iran has executed more than 
200 members of the Baha'i faith, and 
has jailed and tortured thousands of 
others. 

Spokesmen for the American Baha'i 
community have appeared before con
gressional committees, including the 
International Organizations and 
Human Rights Subcommittee upon 
which I serve, testifying to the savage 
actions of the fundamentalist Islamic 
regime against this religious group. 
Congress has responded with two reso
lutions in support of religious freedom 
for Iranian Baha'is. 

I am glad to report that the resolu
tions and appeals which we have 
adopted over the past 5 years have
together with expressions of concern 
by leaders in other countries and by 
the United Nations-had some positive 
effect. Although Iranian Baha'is still 
suffer cruel repression and severe eco
nomic and social discrimination, fewer 
Baha'is have been executed in the past 
2 years than in the early years of the 
Islamic revolutionary regime. 

At the same time, I was disturbed to 
learn recently that a number of Egyp
tian Baha'is have been convicted on 
religious charges. 

We must continue to speak out 
against religious repression of Baha'is, 
whose faith teaches respect and toler
ation for all religions, the harmony of 
all races and the equality of men and 
women. 

I hope that the U.S. Congress will 
keep the Baha'i case high on the 
agenda of our concern for human 
rights. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO DAN
IELLE DAVIS, U.S. CONSTITU
TION ESSAY WINNER 
<Mr. WISE asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, Congress 
leaves Thursday for Philadelphia to 
celebrate the Constitution's bicenten
nial. 

I would like to share the thoughts of 
Danielle Davis, a 9-year-old third 
grader from Ford Elementary, 
Charleston, WV. 

From over 1 million entries, Danielle 
was one of the national winners of an 
essay contest, "What the Constitution 
Means to Me and Our Country." 

Danielle writes: 
The U.S. Constitution means that I don't 

have to drink from a separate water foun
tain that says, "Colored," and that I won't 
have to work for people that want me as a 
slave, or sit in certain places on buses and 
trains. It means that I can worship the way 
I wish, and that I have a right to privacy. 

The U.S. Constitution stands for liberty. 
It means that neither I nor my country are 

to be ruled by a president, a governor, or 
any other person, but that "we the people" 
rule while they lead us. It means that when 
I am 18 years of age or older, then I can 
vote for people that I can trust. It means 
that I can say or write ideas even if the gov
ernment doesn't agree with them. 

The U.S. Constitution is for all American 
Citizens. It gives us rights but we have to 
obey its rules and laws in order for it to 
work for us. 

A third grader, Mr. Speaker, Dan
ielle Davis, words for us all on the 
Constitution's bicentennial. 

COLONEL NORTH'S TESTIMONY 
BEFORE IRAN-CONTRA INVES
TIGATING COMMITTEE 

<Mr. PENNY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, Colonel 
North's appearance before the iran
Contra Investigating Committee is to 
conclude today. 

Under tough questioning he carried 
himself well. 

He proved himself to be a true patri
ot; 

He proved himself to be a true 
marine; and 

He proved himself to be a true be
liever. 

To his credit, he accepted full re
sponsibility for his own actions. 

He also gave a lengthy and eloquent 
defense of the administration's policy 
toward the Mideast and Central Amer
ica. 

In the afterglow of Colonel North's 
appearance it is important to remem
ber the purpose of the committee's in
vestigation-to get the facts out and to 
determine if laws were broken. 

Trading arms to Iran may likely 
have been a violation of the Arms 
Export Control Act. 

Diverting funds to support the Con
tras may likely have been a violation 
of the Boland amendment. 

Shredding documents may likely 
have been an obstruction of justice. 

Many Americans may admire Colo
nel North's performance this past 
week. 

Some may even agree with his spirit
ed defense of the administration's 
policy to aid the Contras while fewer 
would agree with their approach of 
trading arms for hostages. 

But no American would agree that 
laws should have been broken to carry 
out these policies. 

That's the bottom line. 
The real value of Colonel North's 

testimony is in helping us to sort out 
the Iran-Contra affair and in identify
ing which laws may have been broken 
by whom. 
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THE SHREDDING OF of City College for his "heroic deed" 

DEMOCRACY and the chairman of the philosophy 
<Mr. BONIOR of Michigan asked department. He ended his hunger 

and was given permission to address strike after def eating the opposition to 
the House for 1 minute and to revise the march. 
and extend his remarks.) When Professor Kraus returned to 

Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr. City College, he was asked to resign. 
Speaker long after the camera lights He refused, and was told that he 
of the' Iran-Contra hearings have would only be permi~ted to res1:1llle.his 
faded, Americans will have an oppor- . post after a. physical ex~ation. 
tunity to reflect more soberly on the After he submitte.d ~o a g;uelmg e~am, 
lessons of the history of Col Oliver the college admmIStration dismISSed 
North. · him in January 1933 without a hear-

In the past week, Colonel North has ing. 
acknowledged that: Prof~ssionally disgraced for espous-

He supervised and implemented a ing hlS unpopular convictions, and 
private aid network that helped the publicly humiliated for his beliefs, Dr. 
Contras and had designs on aiding ~raus began his struggle to vindicate 
covert operations worldwide; himself. A professor without a chair, 

He lied repeatedly to Congress and he wandered the country, and the 
to the American people; and world, and his worldwide support 

He altered and shredded official doc- grew. He fought for freedom of infor
uments in NSC files to cover up his ac- mation and academic freedom, advanc
tivities. ing the cause of universal and individ-

As Chairman FASCELL has pointed ual justice. Finally, in 1970, New York 
out, it appears that under the guise of City officially apologized to Professor 
saving democracy, we have shredded Kraus, and New York State restored 
our own democratic fabric. his pension in full. He had won his 

Under our Constitution, Govern- case, and he continues to lead the 
ment officials obey and uphold the battle against America's greatest en
law. emies-poverty and injustice. The 

They are accountable to the majori- counties of Suffolk and Nassau have 
ty-no matter how much they philo- petitioned for congressional recogni
sophically disagree. ti on of the "heroic life" of Professor 

No individual may assume responsi- Kraus. His long life of struggle em-
bility for deciding the course of the bodies in Gov. Nelson Rockefeller's 
whole. words; "One of the most remarkable 

These are the qualities that set the odysseys in the history of • • • free 
American system apart from the to- man's dedication to the cause of jus
talitarian governments that Lt. Col. tice, academic freedom, individual lib
N orth has so stridently opposed. erty, personal dignity, and the strug-

TO HONOR PROF. ARTHUR 
JAMES KRAUS 

(Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.> 

Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to pay tribute to 
a great American from my district. I 
ask my distinguished colleagues to join 
me in honoring Dr. Arthur James 
Kraus, whose lifelong commitment t o 
academic freedom and universal jus
tice deserves national recognition. Pro
fessor Kraus has displayed tremen
dous courage and perseverance in his 
struggle to protect the inalienable 
rights of the American people. 

As a professor at City College of 
New York, Dr. Kraus ardently con
demned fascism as early as 1932, and 
he predicted that the isolationist for
eign policy of the day would result in a 
second world war. Professor Kraus 
began a hunger strike to protest the 
fascism which was spreading through
out Europe, drawing worldwide atten
tion to his views. In the first student 
march in the history of America, 2,000 
students marched to support his 
strike. The professor received letters 
of commendation from the president 

gle against repression." Today the 
Nation pays homage to this venerable 
American, at the age of 91. 

WHAT IS AMERICA TO THINK? 
<Mr. WALKER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, wheth
er we like to think so or not, what we 
say and do here does have conse
quence. 

Recently we have heard much talk 
about government policies formulated 
and conducted in secrecy. That has 
been vehemently criticized in the Iran 
Contra committee hearings and on 
this floor. 

What is America supposed to think 
when what we say and what we do also 
is sometimes done in secret? What is 
America to think when we see those 
complaining about that kind of policy 
going behind closed doors themselves 
to do business? 

What about the committee that 
today went behind closed doors to 
decide whether or not Colonel North 
should be able to give his presentation 
about Nicaragua, hardly a matter of 
great national consequence, they went 
into secret session. 

What about the committee in this 
House when it investigates the goings 
on of this body, where the Committee 
on Standards of Official Conduct 
cannot even say who it is they are in
vestigating, we are in so much secret. 

Much has been said about lies and 
deceptions. What about the misstate
ment of fact about what the National 
Security Agency had to say about 
leaks? 

Was that a lie, a little deception for 
political effect? What is America to 
think? What about the bald misstate
ment of facts about the content of the 
testimony before the Iran Contra 
hearing? Was it a lie, a little deception 
for political effect? 

What is America to think? If Con
gress is willing to engage in the con
duct it says to deplores, what is Amer
ica to think? 

1305 

TIME FOR McFARLANE TO TELL 
IT LIKE IT IS 

<Mr~ TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, 
something just does not add up. Last 
November Attorney General Meese 
said that Colonel North illegally-let 
me say that again-Attorney General 
Meese said that Colonel North illegal
ly diverted profits from arms sales to 
Iran to the Contras. 

He further said that this action war
ranted a criminal investigation. 

The President then fired Colonel 
North. We now know that the Presi
dent himself had solicited funds from 
foreign leaders for the Contras, but he 
still maintains that he and the Nation
al Security Council were not covered 
by the Boland amendment. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, think about it. If 
the President of the United States 
really believed that, why did he fire 
Colonel North? 

Why did Bud McFarlane attempt 
suicide and try to kill himself? 

Mr. Speaker, Bud McFarlane knows 
an awful lot more and he is coming 
before that committee today. It is time 
for McFarlane to tell it like it is. 

It is beginning to appear, Mr. Speak
er, that the President knowingly sold 
arms to a terrorist nation in Iran and 
he knowingly and with intent attempt
ed to hide that from the American 
Congress. 

That is telling it like it is. Let us get 
off this unhappy business. 

CONGRESS OUT OF CONTROL 
<Mr. LOTT asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 
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Mr. LOTT; Mr. Speaker, there is one 

thing that is coming through from 
these Iran-Contra hearings that most 
of us are ignoring or choosing to 
forget. These hearings are showing as 
well as I have seen in the past 15 years 
a Congress that is totally out of con
trol. 

The Congress is also on trial at these 
hearings. 

What do you see in this select com
mittee? You see lawyers who are hired 
to do the job that the Congressmen 
and the Senators ought to be doing. 
For 3¥2 days last week we witnessed 
two lawyers in an inquisition. And how 
were they doing it? By repeating the 
same questions over and over and over 
again. 

Is there any doubt that one of the 
things they are trying to do in these 
hearings is just drag it out? At a time 
when we have many important legisla
tive areas we ought to be working on, 

· the members of this select committee 
are over there with lawyers doing 
their work, while they drag out this 
whole process. 

It has been pointed out that Con
gress cannot get its act together 
during the hearings. We have had on 
again, off again legislation, including 
even the Boland amendment. We 
parsed it, we changed it, we have elimi
nated it. 

How can any administration know 
what to do when Congress has got its 
snout stuck in every foreign policy 
issue imaginable. This discredits the 
Congress and this makes it impossible 
for the President to do his job. 

Congress generally is trying to run 
foreign policy and arms control in 
such a way that it is damaging to our 
country. 

Mr. Speaker, who are we in the Con
gress to say, "We the people," like 
only we have a monopoly on what the 
American people want? The President 
of the United States was also elected 
by the people. 

I think these hearings are showing 
very clearly so many of the problems 
with the U.S. Congress. 

WHAT IS DEMOCRACY? 
<Mr. TORRICELLI asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.> 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, in 
French they call it a coup d'etat. In 
Spanish the word is junta. 

In America, perhaps because of the 
blessings of our own history, we have 
never had a word of our own, but we 
understand the concept. It is the inter
ruption of democratic government, the 
exercise of power without the consent 
of the government. It is the decision to 
make major foreign policy decisions 
without a single elected official par
ticipating. It is the Iran arms scandal. 

This week's testimony taught us 
much, but mostly it taught us about 
the fragility of our own democratic in
stitutions. It taught us that the enemy 
of freedom may reside more in our 
own ignorance of our system, more in 
our failure to adhere to democratic 
principles, more in our lack of toler
ance for each other's belief than in 
any foreign enemy. 

We are reminded in this 200th anni
versary of our Constitution of many 
things, but perhaps nothing more 
than our commitment, our need to un
derstand our systems of government. 

Mr. Speaker, let us remind ourselves 
and our Nation before pledging alle
giance to any flag, support for any 
leader, that our oath is to our Consti
tution. It is that which has made our 
Nation special. It is that which is in 
peril in these days. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1988 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, by direc
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 222 and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 222 
Resolved, That all points of order for fail

ure to comply with the provisions of section 
302(c) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, as amended <Public Law 93-344, as 
amended by Public Law 99-177> and with 
the provisions of clause 2(1)<6> of rule XI 
and clause 7 of rule XXI are hereby waived 
against the consideration of the bill <H.R. 
2906> malting appropriations for military 
construction for the Department of Defense 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1988, and for other purposes. During the 
consideration of the bill, and points of order 
against the following provisions of the bill 
for failure to comply with the provisions of 
clause 2 of rule XXI are hereby waived: be
ginning on page 2, line 1 through page 11, 
line 6. 

SEC. 2. The resolution <H. Res. 216) waiv
ing certain points of order against H.R. 
2783, malting appropriations for the Depart
ment of Housing and Urban Development, 
and for sundry independent agencies, 
boards, commissions, corporations, and of
fices for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1988, and for other purposes, is hereby 
laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. FRosT] is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 30 min
utes to the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. LoTT], pending which I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, section 1 of House Res
olution 222 waives three specific 
points of order against the consider
ation of H.R. 2906, the military con
struction appropriation for fiscal year 
1988 and also waives points of order 
against specified provisions of the bill. 
As Members know, bills reported from 
the Committee on Appropriations are 
privileged and, therefore, section 1 of 

the rule only waives specific violations 
of the rules of the House and the 
Budget Act. 

First, the rule waives section 302(c) 
of the Congressional Budget Act 
against consideration of the bill. That 
section provides a point of order 
against the consideration of a bill pro
viding new budget authority in a fiscal 
year if the committee reporting that 
bill has not filed its 302Cb > allocations. 
While the Committee on Appropria
tions has not yet formally filed its 
302(b) allocations with the House, the 
budget authority provided in H.R. 
2906 is within the preliminary calcula
tions for budget authority and outlays 
to be provided to the Subcommittee on 
Military Construction, and for that 
reason, the Committee on Rules has 
recommended this waiver of section 
302(C). 

Second, the rule waives clause 2(1)( 6) 
of rule XI and clause 7 of rule XXI 
against consideration of H.R. 2906. 
Clause 2(1)(6) of rule XI requires that 
it shall not be in order to consider any 
bill reported from a committee until it 
has been available for 3 days to the 
Members of the House. While H.R. 
2906 was reported on July 9 and was 
available on Friday, July 10, a waiver 
of the rule is still required in order 
that it may be considered today. 
Clause 7, rule XXI requires a 3-day 
availability of the accompanying 
report and relevant printed hearings. 
Again, since the report was available 
on Friday, it is the recommendation of 
the Committee on Rules that the 
waiver be granted in order that H.R. 
2906 be eligible for consideration 
today. 

Finally, the rule waives clause 2 of 
rule XXI against specified provisions 
of the bill, which are detailed in the 
printed rule. Clause 2 of rule XXI pro
hibits the consideration of unauthor
ized appropriations or legislative provi
sions in an appropriations bill. Howev
er, as · Members know, the House on 
May 20 passed H.R. 17 48, the Depart
ment of Defense authorization for 
fiscal year 1988, which contained the 
authorizations for military construc
tion projects in the coming fiscal year. 
Since the Senate has not yet passed 
the bill, it is necessary that this point 
of order be waived against the speci
fied provisions in the bill in order that 
this important defense-related appro
priation be able to be considered at 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, section 2 of the rule 
contains a provision which lays on the 
table House Resolution 216 which 
waives certain points of order against 
H.R. 2783, making appropriations for 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development and sundry independent 
agencies in fiscal year 1988. House 
Resolution 216 was reported from the 
Committee on Rules on June 29 but 
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has not, to date. been called up for 
consideration. 

The resolution has not yet been con
sidered by the House because the man
ager of the relevant bill, the gentle
man from Massachusetts. the chair
man of the Subcommittee on HUD 
and Independent Agencies. Mr. 
BOLAND, is a distinguished member of 
the Iran Select Committee. and has 
not been available to manage his bill 
due to the heavy schedule of the Iran 
Select Committee. For this reason. the 
Committee on Rules recommends that 
the resolution waiving points of order 
against H.R. 2783 be laid upon the 
table until such time as the gentleman 
from Massachusetts has completed his 
extraordinarily difficult duties on the 
Iran Select Committee. It is the inten
tion of the Committee on Rules to 
meet again to report a rule waiving 
points of order against H.R. 2783 once 
Mr. BOLAND is available to manage the 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2906 provides $8.1 
billion in new budget authority for 
high priority military construction 
projects in fiscal year 1988. This 
amount is $1.8 billion below the Presi
dent's request and is $77 million below 
fiscal year 1987 appropriations. Total 
appropriations for fiscal year 1988 will 
be $8.3 billion when the $221 million 
in prior year advanced appropriations 
which were provided in the fiscal year 
1987 military construction appropria
tion are added to the budget authority 
provided in H.R. 2906. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 222 
is a straightforward rule and the Com
mittee on Rules believes the waivers 
recommended in the resolution are 
justifiable and necessary in order that 
the House have the opportunity to 
consider this most important appro
priation so vital to the conduct of our 
national defense. I urge adoption of 
the rule and the bill. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me the customary time. 

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman has 
pointed out, this is the rule that 
makes in order consideration of the 
military construction appropriations 
bill, H.R. 2906, and like almost all ap
propriations bills this year, with one 
exception, maybe two at the most, this 
rule is replete with waivers. 

I mean, do you have a problem with 
the bill? If you are from Appropria
tions or an Authorization Committee, 
whatever you might have a problem 
with, we will waive any and every
thing, just bring it to the Rules Com
mittee and we will flush you right on 
through. 

D 1320 
Let me tell my colleagues what this 

rule waives. It waives the Budget Act, 
it waives legislation on an appropria
tions bill, it waives availability of the 

bill for 3 days. I mean we really do not 
want to know what is in these appro
priation bills, do we? Why should we 
need 3 days or 3 hours? Three minutes 
is probably all we really need. 

Of course, we waive the rule that re
quires that hearing committee reports 
be available for 3 days. We waive the 
302(c) which prohibits the rule be
cause it prohibits consideration of leg
islation from a committee that has not 
filed its 302<b> suballocations. 

I do not know what is going on in 
the Appropriations Committee. I 
thought they were ready to file those 
suballocations days or weeks ago. Ap
parently there is some wrangle up 
there. but do not worry about it, the 
Rules Committee will take care of it. 
We will waive any requirement of that 
nature that might be imposed by 
302(C). 

It also waives. of course, the fact 
that we have numerous instances of 
unauthorized appropriations. In fact, 
it was interesting, as I looked over the 
bill, the committee apparently pays no 
attention to what was requested, what 
was authorized. They go up in some 
areas. down in others. I could not 
figure out what the rhyme or reason 
to it was. But that is all right, we 
waive that too. 

Then also in section 2 of the rule we 
lay the HUD, Housing and Urban De
velopment, appropriation bill on the 
table. I do not see any great damage 
being done with that. We lay the rule 
on the table. I have not seen it done 
before in all of the years I have served 
on the Rules Committee. I guess it is 
so that a member of the Rules Com
mittee will not call up that rule after a 
certain number of days, and since the 
gentleman that is chairman of that 
subcommittee is involved in hearings 
over across the Capitol that we did not 
want it just sitting there until he 
could come back and handle the rule. 

So I do not have any big objection to 
it, except it is unusual, and now the 
Rules Committee will have to go back 
and have another hearing and grant 
another rule. 

Let me talk about the bill itself. 
This subcommittee of the Appro

priations Committee, the Military 
Construction Subcommittee, as is the 
usual case, does a better job than any 
of the other subcommittees of the Ap
propriations Committee. Their level of 
spending would be $8.1 billion, and 
that is $1.8 billion below what the 
President asked for, and very close to 
last year's level. There is some dispute 
over that. I had seen a figure that it 
was actually $70-some million under 
last year's level and I have seen a 
figure now that says it is $140-some
thing million over last year's level. It 
is very close, and I guess it depends on 
whether you count the previously ap
propriated funds as to whether or not 
it is right on it, right above it, or right 
below it. But, overall, the subcommit-

tee did a good job. In fact. this sub
committee probably did too good a job. 

This is the only subcommittee of ap
propriations that I have seen that has 
kept spending down. It is probably the 
only one that should have allowed 
some spending to go up. The rest of 
the bills have been $1.2 billion. $1.8 
billion, $2 billion, several hundred mil
lion over everybody's request and ev
erything else that we are supposed to 
be using as a guidepost. but this one is 
within range of what was asked for. 

So I must say to the subcommittee 
they have done their job and done it 
well. So I do not mean this criticism of 
the rule to be aimed at the appropri
ators in this particular instance. I just 
think the Rules Committee is too 
quick to pass out waivers for every
thing, and so therefore I oppose this 
rule. 

I do hope to be able to support the 
legislation itself. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKERJ. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, over 
the last several months we have had a 
number of interesting debates on the 
floor over the question of budget waiv
ers. I have received a bunch of inter
esting answers from the Rules Com
mittee over that period of time about 
why budget waivers are in there. I 
have heard that it is an authorization 
bill and that the budget should not 
really apply until we get to the appro
priation bills, or where we get to the 
real spending. I have heard that, after 
all, they are only doing it because the 
committee requested a waiver and 
they are going along with the commit
tee's request. 

I have heard explanations that the 
Rules Committee is very, very reluc
tant about these matters, that they do 
not like to waive the Budget Act, but, 
after all, there comes those times 
when we have to look at these things 
in light of what the committees are 
bringing before the Rules Committee. 

This one puzzles me. I would like to 
ask the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
FROST], if I could, was there an Appro
priations Committee request for this 
waiver? 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, my re
sponse is that they asked for all neces
sary waivers for the bill to be consid
ered. 

Mr. WALKER. But, specifically, if I 
read the letter correctly that I saw a 
copy of, the chairman of the Appro
priations Committee did not ask for a 
waiver of the Budget Act. is that cor
rect? 

Mr. FROST. Not specifically, that is 
correct. 
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Mr. WALKER. Not specifically? Was 

there a Budget Committee request or 
permission granted for the granting of 
this particular waiver? 

Mr. FROST. No. 
Mr. WALKER. No, so we do not 

have either the Appropriations Com
mittee or the committee of jurisdic
tion asking for a budget waiver, nor do 
we have the Budget Committee au
thorizing in this case the waiver to be 
granted, something which we have 
consistently said on the floor are a 
couple of things that we ought to 
have, because we have always been 
told that the Rules Committee is very, 
very reluctant to ever issue a budget 
waiver. 

I have to conclude, therefore, that 
this was done by the Rules Committee 
on its own, that that very reluctant 
committee has finally decided that 
waivers to budgets are in fact automat
ic, and that we ought not worry very 
much about the law of the land when 
it comes to this matter. The law of the 
land has no meaning in our Rules 
Committee, our Rules Committee has 
decided that the law of the land as 
passed by Congress and as signed into 
law by the President does not apply to 
the U.S. House of Representatives, 
and when we commit ourselves to a 
Budget Act we can waive that Budget 
Act whenever we so desire. We do not 
have to have the approval of commit
tees which do not have to have the ap
proval of the Budget Committee, 
which just goes to the Rules Commit
tee and says the law of the land does 
not matter. 

I find that appalling, and I think 
that after all of the explanations over 
a period of some months here that the 
law of the land ought to have some ap
plicability, that maybe this is the one 
time that the House ought to say no. 
The Appropriations Committee did 
not request this waiver, the Budget 
Committee does not want it, and we 
ought to vote it down. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. ALEX
ANDER]. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, as the ranking member 
on the majority side of the committee, 
I am somewhat puzzled by the state
ment from the other side of the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania and the 
gentleman from Mississippi. I am in
clined to conclude from their state
ments that their recommendation to 
the Appropriations Committee for 
military construction would be to wait 
until and at such time as the authori
zation bill is signed into law before we 
take action on the appropriation bill 
for military construction. 

I would ask both gentlemen, is that 
what they are recommending? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I am glad to 
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
think the gentleman is familiar with 
what section of the Budget Act is 
being waived. The budget being waived 
is section 302<c> that deals with the 
fact that the gentleman's committee 
has not yet done its appropriate 302 
allocations, and so the problem rests 
with the gentleman's committee, not 
with the authorization committee in 
this case. The waiver the gentleman's 
committee in this case. The waiver the 
gentleman's committee is asking for is 
a 302 waiver, which is purely within 
the jurisdiction of the gentleman's 
committee, so what this gentleman 
would suggest is that we ought not 
bring the bill to the floor until the 
gentleman's committee has decided on 
what the appropriate 302 levels are for 
his committee. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I reclaim my 
time. We also are asking for an au
thorization waiver because there is no 
authorization bill. We are trying to ap
propriate in a timely fashion in order 
to go through the process of providing 
to the executive what it has requested, 
and there is no way to proceed if we 
wait until the authorization process 
has been completed. That will be Sep
tember or October before that occurs. 

Mr. WALKER. Will the gentleman 
yield further? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man, because I made no ·complaint 
whatsoever about the authorization 
process. I said simply that we had the 
law of the land on the line here with 
regard to the Budget Act. It is not just 
a rule of law we are dealing with, it is 
the law of the land in the Budget Act, 
and that is what we are deciding to 
break here. It has nothing to do with 
the authorization process. It has only 
to do with the appropriations process. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I am sure if we 
had complied with the 302(b) provi
sion of the Budget Act the gentleman 
would be complaining about the au
thorization process. I think the gentle
man is just complaining. I want to con
gratulate the strategy of the gentle
men over there. They come here in 
1981 with a defense spending plan that 
authorizes multibillions, more than a 
trillion dollars for defense. The reduce 
taxes thereby creating an enormous 
deficit. They come back each year and 
try to pick away at their own deficit as 
if to reduce spending, alleging to the 
American people that they are saving 
money. You are not fooling many by 
this tactic, this strategy. It is one that 
I suppose you are going to continue 
notwithstanding what the situation. 

This committee has the job of ap
propriating funds for military con-

struction. We are trying to go about it 
in a timely fashion, meeting the dead.
line set forth by this House so that we 
can provide the military with the 
funds needed to do the job. 

I thank the gentleman from Texas 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Minne
sota [Mr. SABO]. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I would ask 
the gentleman from Texas is the 
waiver of the Budget Act related 
solely to the fact that the 302(b) allo
cations have not been filed? 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman is correct. 

Mr. SABO. I think it is clearly 
within the authority of the House to 
make that waiver. That is not break
ing any law. It is an act we do quite 
often, and clearly is within the normal 
procedures of this House. 

Let me just speak to the substance 
of what has the gentleman so excited. 
I think it is fair to say the Appropria
tions Committee was about to make a 
decision on 302(b) within this week. 
We had some disagreements. We are 
now involved in making adjustments 
and in part to accommodate the re
quests of the administration and to 
deal with some of their concerns. 

My understanding is that the tenta
tive 302(b) allocation for this bill 
likely will remain the same. This bill is 
well within the allocation, both budget 
authority and outlays, and within the 
next day or two I expect the disagree
ments that occured can be resolved 
and 302(b) will be able to be filed. 

Frankly, it has no impact on this bill 
which is within th9se allocations in 
both budget authority and outlays. 

Mr. WALKER. Mi-. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, why did 
not the Appropriations Committee do 
what is standard procedure and re
quest of the committee this waiver? 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I suspect 
when the request was made it was as
sumed that 302(b) allocations would 
have been made and would have been 
filed. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
yield further, that is the assumption 
that the House ought to be able to 
make too so that we operate within 
the constraints of the Budget Act. 

I would dispute the gentleman's con
tention that the Budget Act is not the 
law. It is in fact the law of the land. 
Section 302 is a part of that law. 

The Boland amendment is one little 
piece of an entire continuing resolu
tion that is about yea thick. This is a 
bigger section of the Budget Act. 
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Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I have no 

desire to go at length on this. Clearly, 
the House is governed by both law and 
rules. We have the power by rule to 
deal with our own procedures, some
thing fairly inherent in legislative 
bodies. 

So what the gentleman is getting ex
cited about is nothing to get excited 
about. The 302(b) will occur. This bill 
will be within those limits in both 
budget authority and outlays, and I 
would suggest the gentleman relax 
and consider the bill on its merits. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
make just a couple of observations. 

It is true that we waive the rule 
against authorization legislation on 
appropriation bills. So you cannot 
make a point of order against some 
provisions. All I am trying to get 
across here is that the denial of this 
waiver would not stop this bill. Even if 
we did not not have that waiver, the 
bill could go forward and be consid
ered and be debated and be voted on. 
It is Just a point of order would be in 
order. So Members would have that 
opportunity to make a point of order 
against authorizations and unauthor
ized activities in this particular bill on 
an appropriation bill. That is what we 
should have done. 

If Members or a Member felt very 
strongly about these programs that 
had not been authorized, they could 
have knocked them out. 

The other point with regard to want
ing to go forward with the President 
has asked for, I want to point out 
again this bill, unlike all other appro
priation bills that we brought up, is 
$1.8 billion below what the President 
asked for. So while I think we have to 
commend the committee for trying to 
hold spending down, I would think 
that there are several areas where 
probably there should have been more 
spending in this particular bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, I yield back 
the balance of my time, and I move 
the previous question on the resolu
tion. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

GRAY of Illinois). The question is on 
the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 260, nays 
150, not voting 23, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Badham 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bil bray 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bonior <MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brennan 
Brooks 
Brown<CA> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Clarke 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Daniel 
Darden 
Davis <MI> 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
Dellums 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan<ND> 
DomanCCA> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards <CA> 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foley 
Ford <MI> 
Ford<TN> 
Frank 
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YEAS-260 
Frost 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Grant 
Gray(IL) 
Gray CPA> 
Green 
Hall <OH> 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hayes <IL> 
Hayes <LA> 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hochbrueckner 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Jenkins 
Johnson <SD> 
JonesCNC> 
Jones CTN> 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
La.Falce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
Leath(TX) 
LehmanCCA> 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Levin <MI> 
Levine CCA> 
LewisCGA> 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
LoweryCCA> 
Lowry<WA> 
Luken, Thomas 
MacKay 
Manton 
Markey 
MartinCNY) 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzo Ii 
Mccloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McHugh 
McMillen <MD> 
Mfwne 
Mica 
Miller <CA> 
Mine ta 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 

Nichols 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens<NY> 
Owens CUT> 
Panetta 
Patterson 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Price <IL> 
Price CNC> 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Richardson 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Rose 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter <NY> 
Smith <FL> 
Smith CIA> 
SmithCNE> 
SmithCNJ> 
Solarz 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
YoungCFL> 

Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Billrakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boulter 
Broomfield 
BrownCCO> 
Buechner 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Chandler 
Cheney 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Combest 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 
Davis(IL) 
De Lay 
Dickinson 
DioGuardi 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
Fawell 
Fields 
Frenzel 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gingrich 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Gregg 
Gunderson 

Boner CTN> 
Clay 
Coughlin 
Fog Ii et ta 
Gephardt 
Gil.man 
Guarini 
Henry 

NAYS-150 
Hall <TX> Petri 
Hammerschmidt Porter 
Hansen Regula 
Hastert Rhodes 
Hefley Ridge 
Herger Rinaldo 
Hiler Ritter 
Holloway Roberts 
Hopkins Rogers 
Houghton Roth 
Huckaby Roukema 
Hunter Rowland <CT> 
Hyde Saiki 
lnhofe Saxton 
Jeffords Schaefer 
Johnson <CT> Schneider 
Kasich Schuette 
Konnyu Schulze 
Kyl Sensenbrenner 
Lagomarsino Shaw 
Latta Shumway 
Leach CIA> Shuster 
Lent Slaughter <VA> 
Lewis <CA> Smith <TX> 
Lightfoot Smith, Denny 
Lott <OR> 
Lujan Smith, Robert 
Lukens, Donald <NH> 
Lungren Smith, Robert 
Mack <OR> 
Madigan Snowe 
Martin (IL) Solomon 
McCandless Spence 
McCollwn Stangeland 
McEwen Stenhol.m 
McGrath Stump 
McMillan CNC> Sundquist 
Meyers Sweeney 
Michel Swindall 
Miller <OH> Tauke 
Miller <WA> Taylor 
Molinari Thomas <CA> 
Moorhead Upton 
Morella Vander Jagt 
Morrison <CT> Vucanovich 
Morrison <WA> Walker 
Nielson Weber 
Oxley Weldon 
Packard Whittaker 
Parris Wolf 
Pashayan Wylie 

NOT VOTING-23 
Howard 
Hughes 
Ireland 
Kemp 
Lewis CFL) 
Marlenee 
Mavroules 
Pursell 
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Rangel 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rostenkowski 
Scheuer 
Schumer 
Wortley 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Howard for, with Mr. Lewis of Florida 

against. 

Mr. DELAY changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Mr. BILBRAY and Mr. SKEEN 
changed their votes from "nay" to 
"yea." 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consider
ation of the bill <H.R. 2906) making 
appropriations for military construc
tion for the Department of Defense 
for the fiscal year ending September 
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30, 1988, and for other purposes; and 
pending that motion, Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gener
al debate be limited to not to exceed 1 
hour, the time to be equally divided 
and controlled by the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LoWERY] and myself. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
GRAY of Illinois>. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. HEFNER]. 

The motion was agreed to. 

0 1358 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 2906, with Mr. LELAND in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first 

reading of the bill was dispensed with. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani

mous-consent agreement, the gentle
man from North Carolina [Mr. 
HEFNER] will be recognized for 30 min
utes and the gentleman from Calif or
nia [Mr. LoWERY] will be recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. HEFNER]. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure to 
present to you today the fiscal year 
1988 military construction and family 
housing appropriation bill. The com
mittee has worked very hard in review
ing the administration's request of 
$9.9 billion, and as a result we are 
bringing forward a bill containing 
$8,079,000,000 for fiscal year 1988. 
This level is a $1.8 billion reduction 
from the amount requested which rep
resents an 18-percent reduction and is 
slightly less than the level of funding 
provided last year. Not included in this 
bill is a prior year appropriation of 
$221 million for fiscal year 1988, 
which, when added to the bill, 
amounts to $8.3 billion. The combined 
total of $8.3 billion is used for score
keeping purposes in comparing the bill 
against our section 302(b} allocation. I 
will state that we are right at our ten
tative section 302Cb> allocation. 

In order to meet this level of reduc
tion, the committee developed a 
number of guidelines that were ap
plied very strictly to all items in the 
bill. Our goal was to fund the highest 
priority military requirements and yet 
respond to the need for fiscal re
straint. 

In order to achieve the reductions 
mandated, the committee followed 
these guidelines: 

91--059 0-89-39 (Pt. 14) 

First, conformance for the most part 
with the authorization reductions rec
ommended by House; 

Second, restore House authorization 
reductions for quality of life projects 
such as barracks and housing but rec
ommend them subject to authoriza
tion; 

Third, restore House authorization 
reductions which the committee be
lieves to be of high priority; 

Fourth, def er projects of low oper
ational utility; 

Fifth, def er many projects overseas 
because of the currency problem that 
is dramatically affecting the cost of 
our construction program; 

Sixth, deny funding for projects 
that can or should be funded through 
NATO or other host nations; and 

Seventh, stretch out major initia
tives in order to make room for other 
high priority projects 

This year's budget request contains 
some 1,500 projects. The committee 
has recommended changes to about 
400 or so projects. There are undoubt
edly Members who will question our 
reasoning for project reductions at 
specific installations. Let me empha
size again for their benefit that this 
level of funding requires that we cut 
one out of every four projects request
ed. Our choices were difficult but I be
lieve the projects included for funding 
are of a highest priority. 

At this point, I would like to high
light the major items of interest in the 
bill. The authorization bill as passed 
the House reduced the President's re
quest by $1. 7 billion; thus most of the 
reductions were made in conformance 
with the authorization bill. 

The committee has recommended 
deferring many projects overseas for 
fiscal reasons and because of the seri
ous currency exchange problem that is 
affecting the construction program. 
For example, the Department of De
fense estimates that it will cost an ad
ditional $700 million to buy out the 
entire ongoing military construction 
program overseas because of currency 
losses. To help relieve this problem 
temporarily, the committee has recom
mended $125 million for the currency 
fluctuation fund. 

The committee has generally gone 
along with the House Armed Services 
Committee in stretching out many of 
the major new initiatives such as the 
Light Infantry Division in Alaska and 
strategic homeporting at 10 different 
locations throughout the United 
States. With regard to strategic home
porting, the committee is recommend
ing funding $173 million of the $273 
million requested for homeporting at 8 
of the 10 sites proposed. This would 
constitute the third year of funding 
for northeast and northwest sites and 
initial funding for the six sites on the 
gulf coast. 

About $83 million is provided for the 
initial beddown of the advanced tech-

nology bomber at Whiteman Air Force 
Base, MO. This is the first location 
identified for the beddown of the 
Stealth bombP.r. 

All the requested funds in the 
amount of $87 million associated with 
the ground-launched cruise missile 
sites in Europe have been def erred 
pending the outcome of the Geneva 
negotiations. ·It should be emphasized 
that the deferred GLCM facilities re
quested in fiscal year 1988 are not crit
ical operation-type facilities but are 
morale, welfare, and support-type fa
cilities. 

The committee has deferred initial 
planning and design funds for the MX 
rail garrison mode at F.E. Warren Air 
Force Base in Wyoming. The funds 
are def erred without prejudice because 
it is premature to begin design when 
the Congress has not committed itself 
to 50 additional deployable MX mis
siles as a part of this new initiative. 

The committee has deferred without 
prejudice the first phase of a project 
to relocate the entire Naples Com
mand Control Communications Intelli
gence Complex to a location inland of 
the current site in Italy. Since the 
total cost for relocation could be in 
excess of $400 million, we are def er
ring this project without prejudice and 
asking the Navy to evaluate the alter
native of moving to Comiso, Sicily, as 
possibly a more economical alterna
tive. 

With regard to Central America, the 
committee has def erred $55 million in 
projects for Panama consistent with 
the House Armed Services Committee 
recommendations. The deferral is 
made in context of a 5-year Depart
ment plan to spend about $150 million 
over 5 years in facility construction 
with this year being the year of initial 
funding. The committee has reserva
tions about providing such funds when 
our agreement with Panama expires in 
1999 and such facilities will have to be 
turned over to the Panamanian Gov
errunent according to a certain timeta
ble. 

The committee continues to stress 
the need for our allies to share more 
of the financial burden for projects 
overseas especially when common 
market countries and Japan reap 
many economic benefits from our de
fense investments and commitments. 

The committee is recommending 
$475 million for barracks projects 
which is $105 million above the House 
authorization level. The committee 
feels strongly about funding barracks 
projects when it is estimated that 
about 200,000 service men and women 
still live in World War II structures. 

The committee is recommending 
$3.4 billion for family housing pro
grams which is an increase of $113 mil
lion over last year and will substantial
ly improve the quality of life of our 
military personnel. 
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In conclusion. the bill we have 

brought out is fair and is bipartisan, it 
is balanced, it provides for the highest 
priority military construction require
ments; and it meets the tentative sec
tion 302Cb> target of $8.3 billion. 

I would Just like to express my ap
preciation to all the members of the 
Military Construction Subcommittee. 
I would like to particularly thank our 
ranking Republican, BILL LoWERY. for 
his diligence and help in pulling to
gether this bill. We have had to work 
with a difficult set of parameters this 
year, and with his help the result has 
been a bill which provides for the 
highest priority military requirements, 
yet meets the reduction mandated by 
the budget resolution. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
D 1405 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the military construction appropria
tion bill for fiscal year 1988. 

To begin with. I would like to com
mend the chairman of the Military 
Construction Appropriations Subcom
mittee. the gentleman from North 
Carolina, for his diligence in bringing 
this bill to the floor. He has made 
every possible effort to ensure that 
this bill has been crafted in a biparti
san manner. He has made sure that 
each member of the subcommittee. 
without regard to what side of the 
aisle they are on, was able to partici
pate in crafting this bill. The outcome 
of his efforts represent a balanced bill. 

Mr. Chairman. H.R. 2906 provides an 
$8.1 billion appropriation for military 
construction and family housing 
during fiscal year 1988. This repre
sents an 18 percent reduction or $1.8 
billion under the President's request. 
Let me repeat. $1.8 billion under Presi
dent Reagan's request. Not included in 
this bill, but scored against it, is a $221 
million advance appropriation, man
dated in last year's bill, which brings 
the total to $8.3 billion. Currently. it is 
$144 million over the fiscal year 1987 
appropriation. However. if the com
mittee were not required to have in
cluded the $221 million advance appro
priation; which was scored against the 
bill, this bill would be right at the 
fiscal year 1987 level. When comparing 
it to our 302(b) allocation-it is right 
at the allocation of $8.3 billion. 

Mr. Chairman, the Department of 
Defense's physical plant-all buildings, 
hangars, maintenance facilities, ad
ministrative facilities. with the excep
tion of family housing, all bricks and 
mortar in the continental United 
States and overseas-is worth some 
$450 billion. Military construction re
ceives about 3 percent of each year's 
total defense budget to renew or re
place this investment. In fact, the cur
rent rate of replacement is every 77 

years. well above the Department of 
Defense's policy to renew or replace 
these facilities every 50 years. We're 
not even close. Were we to replace fa
cilities every 50 years. This would cost 
$9 billion per year and this doesn't in
clude family housing nor new weapons 
systems. As my colleagues can see the 
military construction requirements for 
our country are immense, the re
sources scarce. At $8.3 billion we don't 
even come close to a reasonable re
placement schedule. 

The chairman of our subcommittee 
has done an excellent job in outlining 
the content of this bill and explaining 
how we are maintaining this $450 bil
lion investment. I would like to reiter
ate that it was not easy to review some 
1,500 projects and reduce $10.1 billion 
to $8.3 billion. There are projects not 
included in this bill that I would have 
liked to see funded. However, we are 
not exempt from budget constraints. 

In order to reach a level of $8.1 bil
lion, the subcommittee carefully de
f erred or delayed some new initiatives; 
eliminated projects of low operational 
utility; deleted and def erred numerous 
projects falling authorization; elimi
nated projects that should be funded 
by NATO or host national support; 
and, reduced the number of overseas 
projects. 

We gave priority to projects which 
we believe are important for: Quality 
of life; replacement of dilapidated 
structures; and projects of high oper
ational utility. Examples of these 
would be barracks to get our troops 
out of World War II structures or 
quonset huts. any Member who has 
been to Germany or Korea has seen 
the deplorable conditions our combat 
ready front-line troops are expected to 
live in; hardstands and maintenance 
shelters in Europe to help get 90,000 
soldiers out of working in the mud, 
snow, and ice; consolidation of func
tions which are spread out in numer
ous buildings to improve efficiency; 
maintenance hangars; firefighting 
training facilities; and, family housing. 
In reviewing this bill. you will find 
that some projects which fall in these 
categories are subject to final authori
zation. 

Some of the major components of 
H.R. 2906 include: 

$173 million of the $273 million re
quested for strategic homeporting at 8 
of the 10 sites proposed. Although, 
personally I oppose the homeporting 
concept-my role is not to be obstruc
tionist when the Congress and the 
committee have supported the strate
gic homeporting initiative. 

$221 million in advance appropria
tions for the Light Infantry Division 
at Fort Drum, NY. and $69.7 million of 
the $98.9 million requested for Fort 
Wainwright, AK. 

$83 million to initiate the beddown 
for the advanced tactical bomber. 

$23.2 million to support the strategic 
defense initiative. This does not in
clude $100 million for the National 
Test Facility in Colorado Springs due 
to lack of authorization. however, the 
remaining six projects are funded. 

Deferral without prejudice of $87 .5 
million for support facilities and $35.5 
million for family housing associated 
with the ground-launched cruise mis
sile sites due to the pending outcome 
of negotiations in Geneva. 

$4.15 million for troop support facili
ties at Palmerola, Honduras. consist
ent with the House authorization. In 
addition, the committee has deferred 
some $54. 7 million in projects for 
Panama due to the lack of a definitive 
plan for our future in Panama. 

$125 million for the foreign currency 
fluctuations. construction fund, to 
help ease the construction backlog ex
perienced by the services due to the 
instability in exchange rates. 

$3.875 billion or 47.8 percent of this 
entire bill for barracks and family 
housing to house our soldiers, sailors, 
airmen, and marines and their fami
lies. Housing is a top priority-in fact, 
it is consistently given as a major 
reason for reenlistment. 

Mr. Chairman, these major compo
nents are necessary. but I would like 
to remind my colleagues what this 3 
percent of the total defense budget 
really provides for. While there are 
many projects in this bill that are im
portant to our national defense-the 
majority are important to the men 
and women of our Armed Forces. 
While we invest billions of dollars for 
weapons systems-many of which are 
more glamorous than a hardstand, a 
concrete slab, to relieve our soldiers 
from working in the mud, snow. and 
ice-we tend to forget the most impor
tant factor to our defense-those men 
and women who put our systems to 
use. That men and women who put 
systems to use. That is what the mili
tary construction appropriation bill is 
about. We don't have the constitu
tency of support those glamorous 
weapons systems have-our constitu
tency is the men and women of our 
Armed Forces and their families-we 
provide for their working environ
ment; their housing; their hospitals 
and clinics; their chapels and their 
child care centers. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to reemphasize what the chairman has 
said-we are right at our 302Cb> alloca
tion and because of that, I will Join 
him in opposing any amendment 
which will cause this bill to exceed its 
allocation. Or. because of the over
whelming needs of our armed services 
personnel and the fact that we are 
$1.8 billion under the President's re
quest, I will Join the chairman in op
posing any amendment which will 
reduce spending below the $8.3 billion 
302(b) allocation. 
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In conclusion, this bill represents a 

balanced well-crafted bill-it provides 
the necessary military construction 
and family housing projects to protect 
and enhance our investment. It is a bi
partisan bill and within the budget. I 
urge my colleagues to Join us in sup
porting this measure today. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

0 1415 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Arkansas CMr. ALEx
ANDERl 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of this bill. 
Probably there are Members in this 
House who are not happy with the 
levels in this bill. There are certainly 
members of the committee who would 
have supported more funding in cer
tain areas. 

As usual, during the past several 
years, we have had to put this bill to
gether on faith. We have done that 
before, when the authorization bill 
had passed the House, but had not 
been enacted into law which is the 
case this year. This year, the problem 
facing the committee is made more 
difficult because the prospects for 
actual enactment of the authorization 
law appear to be more dim this year 
than in the past. 

Nevertheless, it is the committee's 
responsibility to recommend a bill and 
we have done that. 

I want to thank our subcommittee 
chairman, Mr. HEFNER, ranking minor
ity member, Mr. LoWERY, and the staff 
for the hard work they have done in 
helping the subcommittee and full 
committee put these recommendations 
together. 

In preparing this bill, we have been 
working within a tight budget, as are 
all the appropriations subcommittees. 
The funding total is within the budget 
authority and outlay allocations for 
the bill. Compared to the 1987 level, 
the amount recommended in the bill is 
an increase of $142.2 billion-or 1.76 
percent. It is $1,772,957,000 below the 
President's budget request. 

Adjustments to the budget request 
which are reflected in this bill include: 

Deletion or deferral of 1.4 billion 
dollars' worth of projects which have 
failed authorization. 

Cuts totaling $580 million in projects 
in foreign nations due to budget con
straints. 

Delays or deferrals of $500 million in 
projects related to new initiatives. 

Elimination of $300 million in 
projects with low operational utility; 
and 

Cuts of $120 million of projects 
which should be financed through 
NATO or host nation support. 

As in previous years, the committee 
has again drawn attention to its con
tinuing concern about the failure of 

our allies-particularly in NATO and 
Japan-to finance a fair share of the 
burden of their own defense. 

Our allies benefit in terms of in
creased defense from U.S. military in
vestments within their boundaries 
they enjoy substantial economic bene
fits flowing from the presence of U.S. 
military forces, their families, and U.S. 
military activities. 

Our allies also benefit from U.S. 
military investments in foreign areas 
other than their own nation. For in
stance, the United States has invested 
about $1.2 billion in facilities in the 
Persian Gulf region, in addition to 
other military costs to ensure the 
export of oil through the gulf. Nearly 
eight times as much of the oil export
ed from the Persian Gulf goes to Euro
pean Economic Community nations 
and Japan as comes to the United 
States. 

For the past several years the com
mittee has repeatedly requested the 
Department of Defense to explore rea
lignments of U.S. facilities and activi
ties in foreign nations which can be 
undertaken without damaging our 
commitments to U.S. allies. The infor
mation available to committee shows 
little progress has been made in reduc
ing the U.S. financial commitments. 

To help underscore the committee's 
position, we have not recommended 
funding requested for projects at RAF 
Fairford in the United Kingdom and 
have not recommended funding for 
the Air Force munitions storage alter
ation projects in Europe. 

Additionally, the committee has re
quested the Department to provide a 
report, not later than February 15, 
1988, on progress it has made in ob
taining increased burden sharing by 
our allies. The report deadline will 
give the Congress an opportunity to 
review the burden sharing situation 
during next year's hearing cycle. 

The committee has long felt that 
the quality of living and working con
ditions for members of the military 
and their families are important to the 
level of readiness and to retention of 
military personnel. There is a serious 
backlog in · construction of such 
projects. This year, as in past years, 
we have recommended funding for im
provements in working and living con
ditions. We know more needs to be 
done, Just as we know the budget con
straints limit the resources available 
for doing the Job. 

The bill that is before us is a good 
bill. It is within the funding restric
tions under which the committee has 
had to work. I urge passage of this bill. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from California CMr. LAGO
MARSINO]. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of H.R. 2906, 
the military construction appropria
tions bill for 1988. Although I would 

have supported additional spending in 
some areas, I wish to commend the 
chairman and the ranking minority 
member, along with the members of 
the committee and staff for their work 
on this measure. 

Few things are as essential to the se
curity of our Nation as the infrastruc
ture of our national defense forces. In
frastructure is the sinew for the 
muscle of our Armed Forces. Without 
it, we would have no foundation on 
which to build our defense. 

The projects included in this meas
ure have been deemed essential to the 
readiness of our Armed Forces. In my 
own district in California, for example, 
this bill will provide essential training 
facilities at Vandenberg Air Force 
Base for the men and women charged 
·with control of our intercontinental 
ballistic missiles, as well as needed fa
cilities for our Reserve Forces in the 
Air National Guard and support facili
ties for the Naval Construction Battal
ion Center and Civil Engineers Corps 
at Port Hueneme. In one instance, the 
committee has approved a project for 
Vandenberg which was deferred by 
the authorizing committee, subject to 
final action on H.R. 17 48. 

I appreciate the constraints under 
which both committees have had to 
operate, and hope that now that there 
is a more definite target in the budget 
resolution, some of these items can be 
moved forward as requested. In con
clusion, Mr. Chairman, I support this 
bill as the minimum which can be ap
propriated for this essential defense 
function, and urge my ·colleagues to 
vote "aye." 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York CMr. 
MARTIN], the ranking minority 
member on the military construction 
authorizing committee. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to take the op
portunity to salute and commend the 
gentleman from North Carolina, the 
chairman, and the gentleman from 
California, the ranking member, for 
their efforts in bringing this bill to the 
floor and, indeed, to salute the entire 
Appropriations Committee. 

When I see some of the amendments 
that are in store for us today, I think 
sometimes we lose sight of the fact of 
just exactly what this military con
struction appropriation legislation is 
all about. 

Mr. Chairman, at the start of the 
year when the President and the Sec
retary of Defense submit their budget, 
they are talking about how much 
money they think they need to sup
port the some 21/z million young men 
and women that we have around the 
world defending this Nation, and pro
viding them with an adequate place to 
work and an adequate place to live, 
providing for their dependents, and 
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indeed, remember them when they are 
out there defending this country, so 
that we can do our thing back here in 
the continental United States. When 
you start talking year after year about 
cutting some 20 percent from the 
President's request, you see substan
tial results out there in the field. 
Those are not some faceless group of 
people that we have never met before. 
They happen to be your sons and 
daughters, nephews and nieces. neigh
bors, cousins and brothers and sisters 
who are defending this country. When 
we talk about "just" a 20-percent 
across-the-board cut. we are talking 
about having a substantial impact on 
their lives and their quality of life. 

My chairman on military construc
tion on the authorization side, Chair
man DELLUMS of California, and I have 
worked very hard in concentrating on 
the quality of life and what we are 
going to be able to provide for our men 
and women who are in the armed serv
ices. 

I want to say to our colleagues on 
the Appropriations Subcommittee how 
much we appreciate their hard work in 
concert with the authorization com
mittee. We do not always agree on 
every project, but the cooperation this 
year and last, and hopefully in future 
years, is narrowing the difference. 

I want to say that we respect the dif
ferences that we have between author
izations and appropriations and those 
things can be worked out and prior
ities set. 

When you try to cut 20 percent out 
of authorizations and appropriations 
year after year. and all of those 
projects are worthy projects in sup
port of our men and women in uni
form, obviously you are going to have 
disagreements. Reasonable men and 
women can disagree, and we do from 
time to time; but we have come a long 
way in setting those priorities. I want 
to commend the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
LoWERY], and the gentleman from 
North Carolina CMr. HEFNER]. 

I want to point out that I will sup
port their opposition to the amend
ments which I think are very short
sighted. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. COLEMAN]. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of H.R. 2906, 
the fiscal year 1988 military construc
tion appropriation bill. 

I want to commend my chairman, 
the gentleman from North Carolina. 
Mr. Hl!:nn:R, and the ranking member, 
the gentleman from California, Mr. 
LoWERY. for a job well done in crafting 
this bill. I also want to commend our 
fine staff who help us make the tough 
decisions. Our subcommittee goes 
beyond partisan politics, as I believe 
the entire Appropriations Committee 
does. We have worked to craft a bill 

given the constraints of the budget 
crisis we presently face. 

The committee conducted 12 differ
ent hearings on individual function 
areas. We reviewed the administra
tion's budget request with a fine
toothed comb. Next, we reviewed the 
authorizing committee's bill, H.R. 
17 48. We then took into account the 
fiscal constraints imposed by fiscal 
year 1988 congressional budget resolu
tion. Taking all of this advice Mr. 
Chairman, the committee then crafted 
a bill which we believe meets the 
needs of the Nation's physical defense 
plant and military family housing. We 
did not always agree with the adminis
tration or the authorizing committee, 
but then that is not our responsibility. 
Our responsibility to craft a spending 
bill based upon the recommendations 
of the administration and the author
izing committee which also meets the 
fiscal policy imposed by the Budget 
Committee and the Armed Forces. 

For fiscal year 1988, the committee 
has recommended a bill providing for 
$8,079,000,000 in new budget authority 
for military construction and family 
housing. When the $221 million ad
vance appropriation for Fort Drum, 
NY, of is added, the bill totals $8.3 bil
lion. This amount is $1, 772,957 ,000 
below the fiscal year 1988 request and 
$144,226,000 over the amount provided 
in fiscal year 1987. 

In order the meet the limits imposed 
by the congressional budget resolution 
the committee deleted and deferred 
projects totaling $1.4 billion which 
failed authorization. We reduced over
seas projects totaling $580 million be
cause of budget constraints. The com
mittee deferred or delayed $500 mil
lion of new initiatives. Finally. the 
committee eliminated $300 million of 
low operational utility projects and 
eliminated projects which could or 
should be funded by NATO or host 
nation support saving $120 million. 

The committee took exception with 
some of the recommendations of the 
authorizing committee particularly 
with respect to quality of life projects. 
Therefore, the committee has recom
mended funding for several quality of 
life projects subject to authorization. 
Let me say, that it would be unwise for 
the House to drop these projects based 
on that criteria. First, we still do not 
know if there will be an authorization 
bill and it would be unfair to our mili
tary personnel and their families that 
they be held hostage to congressional 
indecision. Second, when the House 
considered the authorization bill, that 
bill was based upon the House budget 
resolution. Now we are working on the 
congressional budget reAOlution which 
has a higher defense number. If we 
were to coil8train ourselves to the 
lower authorizing number, the House 
would be at a disadvantaae in confer
ence with the other body. 

Finally, let me address the issue of 
across-the-board cuts. To those Mem
bers who intend to offer amendments 
to cut this bill across the board, I ask 
that you first look at the bill. See 
what the funding is for. Then, if you 
think we can further cut family hous
ing, cut child care centers, cut out bar
racks to replace the quonset huts that 
house our troops, then vote for that 
cut. This is a meager bill in terms of 
what needs to be done. We have 
worked hard to keep up with the nec
essary capital investment to maintain 
our military physical plant. We have 
done what we can. given the funds 
available. To cut further would be 
wrong. Just as you cannot have strong 
industry without capital investment, 
you cannot have a strong military 
without maintaining that investment. 
All of our tanks. missiles, fighter jets, 
carriers, and battleships must be main
tained somewhere. Finally. those 
brave men and women who put their 
life on the line for our freedom must 
be housed. Don't let the politics of 
across-the-board cuts cloud those 
issues. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. SKELTON]. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, this 
bill which is brought to the fioor of 
the House by the Appropriations Com
mittee is one that recognizes Missou
ri's continuing contribution to the na
tional defense of our country. 
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I compliment the gentleman from 

North Carolina [Mr. HEFNER]. the 
chairman of the Appropriations Sub
committee, and the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LoWERYl, the ranking 
member, and other members of the 
subcommittee that worked so hard 
and so well on all of these projects. 

Missouri is fortunate in that it has 
some military installations that, as a 
result of their being in our State, now 
are challenges to Missourians and to 
us who represent that State to do the 
best we can in making additional con
tributions to our national security. 

Whiteman Air Force base at Knob 
Noster, MO, has been named as the 
first base to have the advanced tech
nology bomber. that is, the Stealth 
bomber, which will be the premier 
weapons system for the 1990's and 
beyond for the U.S. Air Force. This 
committee and this bill that is before 
us funds 19 projects at Whiteman Air 
Force Base for the Stealth bomber for 
a total of $83 million. This enables us 
to move ahead with the project, to 
keep it on line so that when the time 
comes for the bomber to be fully pro
duced and operational, Whiteman Air 
Force Base will be ready. 

I might also add that as a result of 
this designation there will be some 
2,400 additional military and civilian 
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personnel at Whiteman, plus families, 
and we in Missouri are anxious to give 
them a good old-fashioned Missouri 
welcome. 

Another area that I wish to discuss 
is that of Fort Leonard Wood. Three 
projects are funded in this bill which 
total some $10 million. Last year this 
committee and the Armed Services 
Committee, on which I serve, began 
the authorization and funding for the 
new Army Engineering School, which 
will be transferred from Fort Belvoir, 
VA, to Fort Leonard Wood, MO. This 
bill keeps the projects on line and 
fully funded. I compliment the com
mittee for allowing this project to 
move ahead. This has the prospect of 
being the finest military engineering 
school in the free world, and we in 
Missouri look forward to that as a re
ality. 

A final note, Lake City Army Ammu
nitions Plant is the recipient of $21 
million for a waste water treatment fa
cility, which is much needed, and we 
know that it is important that this 
committee has funded it. 

Again, a special compliment to the 
committee for recognizing the impor
tance of these military bases, for rec
ognizing the fact that our national se
curity depends upon these facilities, 
Whiteman, Fort Leonard Wood, 
moving ahead. 

With that, I urge adoption of this 
bill. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOM
ERY], the chairman of the Veteran's 
Affairs Committee. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chair
man, I want to thank the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Military Con
struction Appropriations for giving me 
this time, and I do rise in support of 
H.R. 2906, the military construction 
appropriation bill. I want to commend 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
CMr. HEFNER] as well as the gentleman 
from California CMr. LoWERYl for 
bringing this legislation to the floor. 

I am also privileged to serve with the 
gentleman from California CMr. DEL
LUMS], the chairman of the Military 
Construction Committee of the House 
Armed Services Committee, so natu
rally we are interested in military con
struction. 

Let me ask the gentleman from 
North Carolina a question. First I 
would say that in the military con
struction authorization bill we includ
ed a statement that says that we 
would strongly recommend that Fort 
DeRussey, in Honolulu, HI, not be 
sold, nothing be done to it, and we had 
a special select committee of the gen
tleman from California CMr. DEL
LUKS], the gentleman from Virginia 
CMr. DANIEL], and the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. NICHOLS], of the Armed 
Service Committee, that held public 
hearings about 6 months ago in 

Hawaii, on Fort DeRussey and they 
came back with a strong report that 
Fort DeRussey not be disposed of. 

Could the gentleman tell me, is 
there anything in this bill that might 
have an effect on Fort DeRussey? 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I yield to the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I can 
assure the gentleman that there is ab
solutely no language, nothing that 
could be construed as our advocating 
the disposal of Fort DeRussey, nor 
will there be until such time as the au
thorizing committee takes the steps 
for such movement. I can assure the 
gentleman of that. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I thank the 
gentleman for his explanation. I think 
I can assure the gentleman that it will 
be a long, long time before the House 
Armed Services Committee recom
mends that we give away or sell or do 
anything with Fort DeRussey. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas CMr. BUSTA
MANTE] for the purposes of a colloquy. 

Mr. BUSTAMANTE. Mr. Chairman, 
I want to engage the gentleman from 
North Carolina CMr. HEFNER] in a col
loquy. 

The Appropriation Committee did 
not fund an $8.6 million access road 
project at Brooke Army Medical 
Center which was authorized by the 
House. Is it correct that the commit
tee intended to def er funding the 
project without prejudice due to the 
present level of design for the road? 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, the gentleman is 
absolutely correct. 

Mr. BUSTAMANTE. I thank the 
gentleman for his answer. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California CMr. PA
NETTA]. 

Mr. PANETIA. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased 
to have this opportunity to thank the distin
guished chairman of the Military Construction 
Subcomittee, BILL HEFNER and the distin
guished chairman of the Military Installations 
and Facilities Subcommittee, RON DELLUMS 
for their diligent work as well as the work of 
all members of the subcommittees for their 
consideration and support for the military con
struction for the 16th Congressional District of 
California for fiscal year 1988. Under the lead
ership of Chairman HEFNER and DELLUMS, the 
subcommittees have produced a bill that ac
knowledges both the need for fiscal restraint 
and the continued requirement for a strong 
national defense. I have enjoyed working 
closely with both chairmen in past years to 
ensure that the military construction appropria
tion provides needed facilities for our military 
personnel and their families and I look forward 
to continuing this relationship. 

I would like to take this opportunity to 
review the various military construction 
projects proposed for the 16th Congressional 

District. I can assure you that each of these 
projects is badly needed and will contribute 
substantially to the effectiveness of these 
posts and the well-being of their populations. 

The first two projects I would like to men
tion fall within the family housing category. As 
Members of this body know, I have been a 
strong proponent for adequate housing for 
military personnel. The need for onpost hous
ing is particularly acute for Armed Forces per
sonnel serving on bases in my district. The 
per capita income of the Monterey Peninsula 
is 123 percent above the national average 
and there is an off-post housing vacancy rate 
of less than 2 percent. The cost of off-post 
housing is extremely high, especially for serv
ice personnel. While local governments and 
officials have worked closely with military 
leaders to alleviate the problem, the shortage 
of suitable, affordable housing still remains. 

To alleviate this problem, the President has 
requested an appropriation of $19 million for 
fiscal year 1988 to permit the construction of 
211 new housing units. Officials plan to con
tract for the construction at both bases at 
once, so that economies of scale will be 
achieved and the per-unit cost of constructing 
the Fort Hunter Liggett facilities will be greatly 
reduced. 

I cannot overemphasize the importance of 
these projects. Fort Hunter Liggett only has 
eight units on base now and they are in terri
ble condition. The 24 new units will permit the 
replacement of the 8 existing units and the 
building of 16 units for personnel who are as
signed to Fort Ord but who work at Fort 
Hunter Liggett. 

The project at Fort Ord is also essential be
cause it will bring the total number of housing 
units available to service personnel at the 
base close to a level matching the number of 
service families. It represents another step in 
the effort to provide adequate housing for our 
service personnel and their families which the 
subcommittee has spearheaded. I urge the 
House not to stop short of this vital goal. 

Another project closely related to the effort 
to improve the lives of our service personnel 
and their families-and one with particular im
portance to Fort Ord-is the President's re
quest for an appropriation of $6.4 million for 
fiscal year 1988 for the construction of a child 
development center on that base. 

This request will provide for the construction 
of two separate facilities at two locations to 
provide full-time child care to a total of 606 
children. The center will replace the single fa
cility now used for this purpose. The existing 
building dates from the Second World War; it 
is dilapidated and poses a serious risk of fire 
and other dangers to its young population. 
The center will improve the safety and con
venience of the base's child care operation 
and will operate to support the Army family 
with ours from 6 a.m. to 7 p.m. 

The availability of a child development 
center with full-time service is especially im
portant to the personnel at Fort Ord. As Mem
bers of the House may know, Fort Ord is the 
home of the 7th Infantry Division (Light), a 
rapid deployment force. Personnel at Fort Ord 
are subject to quick mobilization orders in 
cases of national emergency, and may need 
to be at Travis Air Force Base with only 4 
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hours' notice. While service personnel are re
quired to make provision for care of children 
in the event of a rapid mobilization, the center 
will give parents-especially single parents
an extra degree of flexibility and will help to 
lower the anxiety many of them experience 
about the care of their children in such a situ
ation. 

The President has also requested an appro
priation of $1 million in fiscal year 1988 to up
grade the water distribution system at Fort 
Hunter Liggett. The infrastructure of the water 
distribution system on the base is 20 to 30 
years old and in very poor condition. Each 
year, the Army spends money repairing the 
system but the system is now just about past 
the point of repair. Indeed, the old well shows 
signs of going bad and officials are putting an 
abandoned well on standby, in case of com
plete failure. The appropriation request will 
permit the drilling of a new well and the laying 
of about 4.5 miles of distribution pipes to carry 
water to the base. This project is essential to 
ensure the provision of adequate, safe water 
to the base and its personnel. 

The President has made a request which 
will help save both money and energy. For 
fiscal year 1988, he has requested an appro
priation of $490,000 for an energy monitoring 
and control system at Fort Ord. The energy 
monitoring and control system requests for 
Fort Ord for fiscal year 1988 is part of the 
Army's normal energy conservation program. 
Funding will provide for the retrofitting of base 
buildings with energy monitoring systems, 
weatherstripping. setback thermostats and 
similar equipment. Past experience with this 
program has proven that it has a positive 
cost/benefit relationship and will pay for itself. 

Before concluding, I would like to draw the 
House attention to another worthy project 
which is in the President's budget request. 
The construction of a regional training mainte
nance center site at Camp Roberts. For fiscal 
year 1988, he has requested $1.729 million to 
ensure that members of the National Guard 
and Army Reserve who train at Camp Roberts 
will be properly prepared to work with ad
vanced and updated defense systems. This 
funding is urgently needed to ensure the qual
ity of these forces who are taking on a great 
role in our Nation's readiness efforts. 

As I did last year, I would like to assure the 
House that the appropriation request for fiscal 
year 1988 for projects in the 16th Congres
sional District of California represents only the 
bare essentials needed to keep these facilities 
operating and to provide safe and livable con
ditions for the service personnel at these in
stallations. As I have noted in my statement, 
many of these projects have been delayed for 
years, if not decades. Other important and 
badly needed projects, such as the Presidio's 
multiyear master plan to replace classrooms 
at the Defense Language Institute which were 
built as far back as 1903, have been put on 
hold. The projects in the 16th Congressional 
District for which appropriations have been re
quested represent careful prioritization and 
consideration. They deserve to be funded. 

In closing, I would like again to commend 
the both subcommittees for its accomplish
ments in the area of improving the lives of 
military personnel. The tragic suicide of young 
Danny Holley a few years ago focused our at-

tention on the need to ensure that our service 
families have adequate housing, and much 
has been done since that time to reach that 
goal. There is still work ahead of us, however, 
and I urge the House to approve the family 
housing and military construction appropriation 
requests for the 16th Congressional District, 
as an important step forward. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. WEISS]. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to H.R. 2906, the military 
construction appropriations for fiscal 
year 1988. 

I do so chiefly because of my strong 
and continuing objections to the 
Navy's plan to disperse the homeport
ing of ships at various U.S. port cities, 
including New York City. 

I recognize that the funding for 
homeporting has been stretched out 
by the committee in the pending bill, 
primarily because of the high cost of 
the Homeporting Program. However, I 
believe that if the Congress really un
derstood the costs and benefits of the 
homeporting scheme, we would not be 
stretching it out, we would be cancel
ling it out. 

In a June 1986 report, the General 
Accounting Office [GAO] urged that 
Congress require "a demonstration of 
the strategic benefits and more defini
tive and complete cost estimates 
before approving funds for the new 
homeports." More than 1 year later, 
no such demonstration has been made. 
Rather, the observations of former 
Senator Barry Goldwater continue to 
apply. He called homeporting "one of 
the biggest political boondoggles I ever 
heard of," and predicted that the pro
gram will cost over $10 billion before 
we are through with it. 

Thus, the pending bill stretches out 
a program that is fabulously expensive 
and that serves no legitimate military 
purpose. And it does so at a time when 
monstrous budget deficits continue to 
cast a pall over our Nation's economic 
and social future. 

The case of the New York homeport 
is instructive. The Navy estimated a 
cost of $188 million to reach an initial 
operating capability. But GAO con
tends that the figure will exceed half a 
billion dollars. 

Cost is not the only reason why the 
New York homeport should not be 
built. There are currently three law
suits pending concerning construction 
of the New York homeport. These law
suits raise serious and disturbing ques
tions about the adequacy of the envi
ronmental disclosures that have been 
prepared by the Navy and by New 
York State. They also contend that 
the Navy has failed to fulfill its obliga
tion to obtain certain required State 
environmental permits and that the 
State has improperly issued some envi
ronmental permits. 

The Navy has now obtained the first 
two State permits that are required 

before construction can begin. Howev
er, Navy officials did not acknowledge 
that they are required to comply with 
State law in obtaining these permits. 
And they have not indicated whether 
they will seek other permits that are 
required under the law. At a time 
when many of our Nation's highest 
leaders are under investigation for al
leged violations of the law, I find it 
deeply disturbing that the Navy does 
not recognize that it is required to 
comply with State law. 

The issue of where to house home
port personnel has also been of signifi
cant concern. The Navy's current plan 
calls for construction of new units at 
South Beach in Staten Island. Yet the 
Navy's environmental impact state
ments ignore the fact that South 
Beach is an area of wetlands protected 
under Federal and State law. The 
Navy is now attempting to devise 
other plans for housing homeport per
sonnel, but no plausible plan has yet 
been presented to Congress. 

I believe that it is highly improper 
to initiate construction at the New 
York site while significant legal ques
tions remain about this project, and 
no plausible plan has been developed 
to house the personnel needed for the 
facility. 

Finally, a public report issued by the 
General Accounting Office in Febru
ary 1987 confirms my longstanding 
fears that basing nuclear weapons in 
the harbor of our Nation's most popu
lous city is a dangerous mistake. Ac
cording to GAO, the Navy has experi
enced a significant number of "nuclear 
incidents" -unexpected incidents that 
do not qualify as accidents, but involve 
nuclear weapons, components, test 
weapons or nuclear facilities. In fact, 
the Navy reported 630 such incidents 
between January 1965 and December 
1985. 

Before approving additional funds 
for the New York homeport, we must 
ask ourselves whether we can risk an 
accident involving radiological con
tamination in New York harbor. In 
every poll taken on this subject, the 
residents of New York have spoken 
out against the basing of ships that 
may be carrying nuclear weapons in 
New Yt1rk City. I join with them in 
calling for an end to this project, 
which endangers the health and 
safety of millions of Americans. 

Mr. Chairman, the Navy's homeport
ing plans are fundamentally flawed 
and outrageously wasteful. And the 
Navy's plan to construct a homeport 
in New York endangers the environ
ment and threatens the safety of New 
York residents. 

In my view, this appropriation 
should not contain a single cent for 
homeporting. I urge my colleagues 
who are concerned about an adequate 
national defense and a sound fiscal 
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posture to Join me in voting against 
this measure. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, may I 
inquire how much time we have re
maining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. LoWERYl has 17 
minutes remaining and the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. HEFNER] has 
5 miuntes remaining. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DELLUMS]. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my colleague for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ad
dress myself to a potential proposed 
amendment that may or may not be 
offered a little later in these proceed
ings as regards the issue of base clo
sures. One of our colleagues will off er 
an amendment that says to cut all 
projects at any bases that were on a 
base closure list or realignment list 
during the past 3 years. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ad
dress myself to that. In the 99th Con
gress, as many of my colleagues are 
aware, a gentleman from the other 
body suggested to the Department of 
Defense that they establish a poten
tial base closure list. A list was devel
oped. Twenty-two facilities ended up 
on that list. 

I would like to in my capacity as a 
Member of the authorizing committee 
and the chairman of the Subcommit
tee on Military Facilities and Installa
tions, assure my colleagues that the 
Department of Defense, when we 
called hearings on the issue of these 
22 bases, stated, and it is in the writ
ten document that they presented, 
this list does not constitute, and I 
repeat for the purposes of emphasis, 
does not constitute a request for relief. 
It should not be considered an official 
DOD representation. 

The point that I am making here is 
that the Secretary of Defense, 
through his surrogates, stated to the 
Armed Services Committee and the 
subcommittee upon which I serve, and 
this gentleman chairs, that the so
called list of 22 were a notional or 
nominal list that did not present the 
Congress with a fait accompli with re
spect to base closures. So the list of 22 
in practical terms died in the 99th 
Congress, so we do not present the list. 

In fact, they stated, upon careful re
consideration, they chose not to 
present any base closing list in the 
military authorization bill for the 
fiscal year 1986. 

I would now like to call my col
leagues' attention to the request of 
the Department of Defense with re
spect to fiscal year 1987. We were not 
presented with any official or formal 
base closure list, but if one could loose
ly construe base closure, there were 
two facilities that might be construed 
as potentially being on a list. One was 

Mather Air Force Base, and another 
was an applied research facility, Army 
facility, at Watertown, MA 

In the first instance, that is with re
spect to Mather Air Force Base, in my 
capacity as the chairman of the sub
committee, I received a letter from the 
Secretary of the Air Force. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL
LUMS] has expired. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman from California 1 addi
tional minute. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
would ask my distinguished colleague 
from California [Mr. LoWERY], the 
ranking minority member, if he would 
be willing to yield me 1 or 2 additional 
minutes on his side? 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 additional minutes 
to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DELLUMS]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. DELLUMSl is rec
ognized for 3 additional minutes. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my distinguished colleague 
from California for his generosity, and 
in a moment I will yield to the ranking 
minority member, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. Chairman, with respect to what 
I was mentioning, Mather Air Force 
Base, the Secretary of the Air Force 
sent a letter saying, based upon recon
sideration, the economics involved, 
that they had reconsidered the deci
sion to enter into a study with respect 
to the closure of Mather and backed 
off of that for economic reasons. 

In the second instance, that is with 
respect to the Army Applied Research 
Facility at Watertown, MA, the Assist
ant Secretary of the Army stated after 
they found out that there was a nucle
ar reactor facility that needed to be 
cleaned up, that might cost as much as 
$200 million or more, that in order to 
save a handful of dollars they may end 
up spending somewhere in the neigh
borhood $300 million, that they decid
ed for economic reasons that they 
would withdraw that. 
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So the point that I make, Mr. Chair

man is, while my colleagues are well 
intended in this amendment, that 
there is no base closure list and that 
the practical effect of the amendment 
is nil. There was no list of 22, there is 
no list in this budget and the military 
has backed off of even nominal consid
eration. 

With that explanation I yield to my 
distinguished colleague, the ranking 
minority member of the Subcommit
tee on Military Installations and Fa
cilities. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 
Going back the 2 or 3 years that we 
have been dealing with this subject, 

perhaps there is something I missed. 
Mr. Chairman, right to this day has 
any rhyme or reason been given to you 
or to our committee that you know of 
as to where this notional list of 22 
even came from and whether or not it 
made sense 2 or 3 years ago much less 
now in the face of the amendment we 
face? Is there something I missed? Or 
is there some rhyme or reason to that 
list was provided first through the 
press and then ultimately to us? 

Mr. DELLUMS. I appreciate the 
thrust of my colleague's remarks. The 
point is that it is nonsensical, it makes 
no sense whatsoever. 

Without violating the rules of the 
House I might Just in referring to one 
of our colleagues the former chairman 
of the Committee on Armed Services 
from the other body who is no longer 
in the body asked the Department, the 
Secretary of Defense to come up with 
a notional list. They came up with a 
notional list. But when we held hear
ings asking them was this a formal list 
with respect to base closures their re
sponse was, "No, this is simply an ex
ample of what you might do if you 
decide to do it." And they withdrew it 
so there is no list. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield to 
me for Just 10 seconds more? 

Mr. DELLUMS. I would be pleased 
to yield to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I point out that no one who has ever 
served in this body had more respect 
for our former colleague, the gentle
man who has since retired. But it is 
my understanding as well that that 
list was notional and notional only and 
here we are talking to an amendment 
that relates to what was a notional list 
some three years ago and certainly has 
no bearing on the priority as to the 
uses of those bases as of 1988. 

Mr. DELLUMS. The gentleman 
speaks with great clarity and elo
quence and is very articulate with re
spect to the futility of the proposed 
amendment. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding 
and thank my colleague for his time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
state that the gentleman from Calif or
nia [Mr. LoWERYl has 15 minutes re
maining and the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. IIEFNl:Rl has 1 
minute remaining. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 6 minutes to the 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
RHODES]. 

Mr. RHODF.s. I thank the gentle
man for yielding to me. 

I thank the gentleman from Califor
nia for his remarks. The purpose of 
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the amendment which has been pro
posed for consideration later on during 
the amending phase of this legislation 
is, among other things, in order to 
bring to the attention of the House 
the general issue of excess bases and 
base closings. I think it is no secret to 
anybody in this House that there are 
considerable excess bases within the 
Military Establishment and bases that 
can and should be closed. My point is, 
if I could suggest to the gentleman 
from Calif omia, our point is that we 
do not have a process in place to study 
the methods by which bases can be 
considered for closure. Regardless of 
the validity of the list that the gentle
man from California is talking about, 
the fact is that we should be consider
ing which bases within our military 
collection are available for closure and 
which ones are obsolete, which ones 
no longer serve an economic or mili
tary purpose. Those studies should be 
conducted on an objective basis, not 
based on whose congressional district 
they belong in, but based upon wheth
er or not these bases are fulfilling 
their originally intended military pur
pose. 

We would like very much to have 
the opportunity to call to the atten
tion of the House this fact, and to get 
the House to agree to begin to pursue 
the establishment of a process where
by we can make an orderly transition 
into a leaner and meaner, if you will, 
military establishment. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to recall for the House the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. AB.MEY] earlier this year 
which failed very, very narrowly but 
since I believe has gathered some sup
port, which offered an orderly process 
by which the Congress could consider 
the wisdom of closing certain bases 
and leaving certain others open. 

Our purpose in bringing this amend
ment forward was to make the point 
that first of all there are bases that 
need to be closed; second, it is folly for 
us to be spending capital on bases that 
are likely candidates for closure and 
that the House should be considering 
very carefully and very quickly what 
we should be doing in this regard and 
establishing a process by which we 
consider rationally and orderly the 
closure of the bases. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gen
tleman's remarks. This gentleman con
curs with my distinguished colleague. 
Let me make three quick points. First 
of all, with respect to the Armey 
amendment, the only concern that 
this has with respect to the Armey 
amendment is as follows: We live in 
the context of a very delicate and frag-

ile form of government, checks and 
balances. What this gentleman was 
simply saying was that the executive 
branch should never be able to use 
base closures as a mechanism by 
which to intimidate the legislative 
branch of Government. That is item 
No.1. 

Item No. 2, there is a procedure in 
place for the orderly closure of bases. 
My colleague may argue and I may 
join him, that sometimes it may not be 
effective but the point is that it is in 
place. 

Third, let me make this observation 
with respect to the law as it stands 
now and with respect to base closures 
and realignment. Right now, notwith
standing any other provision of law, 
no action may be taken to affect or im
plement the closure of any military in
stallation at which at least 300 civilian 
personnel are authorized to be em
ployed. Any realignment with respect 
to any military installations referred 
to in paragraph 1 is involving 1,000 or 
more workers. The point is that from 
300 down right now, the military can 
close a base without even talking to 
the Congress of the United States. 
Where it affects employees above and 
beyond 300, there is a mechanism in 
place that establishes a study and on 
the basis of that objective study they 
did make a specific recommendation to 
the Congress and it is accompanied by 
the fiscal year military budget author
ization with the appropriate funds ap
propriated in order to accommodate 
the base closure. At that time in the 
colloquy and the comity between and 
among the Members, the two sides of 
the Congress and the executive 
branch, base closures can be affected. 
I do not know how you can do it 
within the context of a democratic so
ciety without that kind of check and 
balances. I join my colleague and I 
think my colleague would agree that 
this gentleman stands virtually with
out peer in challenging the military 
budget and wanting to cut it. So you 
are not talking about someone who is 
trying to increase the budget. I have 
spent my life in this Congress trying 
to challenge an ever increasing mili
tary budget and base closings make 
sense to me. I am simply trying to say 
to my colleague there is no list at this 
time. The Congress was never present
ed with a list in the 99th Congress nor 
in the lOOth Congress. So the amend
ment is really futile in that regard. 

I want to thank the gentleman for 
yielding and I appreciate this ex
change. 

Mr. RHODES. I will conclude by 
saying to the gentleman from Calif or
nia our purpose in putting forward 
this amendment was twofold. One was 
to call to the attention of the House 
that, in fact, little or nothing is being 
done concerning the study of potential 
base closings. Second, that we all know 
that there are bases out there that are 

ripe for closure and that we should be 
very careful that we do not expend 
new capital and new resources on 
bases that shortly will be closed. 

I thank the gentleman and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the military construction appropriations bill 
for fiscal year 1988. As a member of the Sub
committee on Military Construction, I would 
like to commend my chairman, Mr. HEFNER, 
and the ranking minority member, Mr. 
LOWERY, for their efforts on this balanced and 
much needed bill. During subcommittee con
sideration of the bill, we tried extremely hard 
to fund all vital projects with an emphasis on 
readiness and quality of life for our soldiers. In 
order to retain our best and brightest volun
teers, we must let them know that adequate 
housing is as important as state-of-the-art 
weapon systems. This bill reflects the belief of 
the committee that the men and women of 
our Armed Forces are our best defense and, 
as such, improving their living and working 
conditions is an essential factor in improving 
overall military readiness. 

The Appropriations Committee has recom
mended $8 billion for fiscal year 1988 military 
construction and family housing in the United 
States and overseas. The total fiscal year 
1988 appropriations is $1.8 billion less than 
the request by the administration and within 
the fiscal year 1988 budget resolution alloca
tion. 

H.R. 2906 provides $26 million to the local 
installations in my district and $33 million to 
bases in the Sacramento region. 

Under H.R. 2906, the following projects are 
funded at McClellan AFB: 

First, sound suppressor support facilities: 
$1.4 million for two noise-suppressed jet 
engine runup enclosures for functional check 
of engines from idle to full power. Currently, 
the majority of fighter aircraft ground runups 
are performed in open shelters. Without the 
sound suppressor support facilities, the noise 
level will continue to disturb numerous private 
residences, churches, schools, and busi
nesses. 

Second, alter the electric distribution 
system: $3.6 million to alter the existing pri
mary electrical distribution system, in order to 
provide reliable and adequate power to each 
base facility. The electric distribution system 
will have switching capability for peak load de-
mands. · 

The increased power demands that have 
developed over the years have generated a 
need for an upgraded electrical distribution 
system to accommodate the current load with 
a uniform voltage system. Currently, one of 
the two major switch stations serving McClel
lan AFB has insufficient capacity to serve 
base needs and cannot be expanded from 
present configuration. Maintenance and repair 
of distribution cables often require extended 
power outages to multiple facilities. 

If McClellan is unable to obtain these alter
ations, the primary electrical distribution 
system will not provide the necessary depend
ability and flexibility to adequately support the 
base's industrial mission. 

Third, depot warehouse: $19.5 million for a 
replacement warehouse. Over the last few 
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years, McClellan has lost 7 of their 1 O existing 
depot warehouses to other missions designat
ed as priority. 

There is a significant shortage of adequate 
depot warehouse space at McClellan. Facili
ties are saturated, resulting in spill-over stor
age in aisles and outdoor open storage areas, 
increasing the risk of fire and weather 
damage. These overcrowded conditions are 
the result of steadily increasing numbers of 
line items and the quantities for each line item 
being stored. In addition, over one-third of the 
existing warehouse space is substandard. The 
new depot warehouse will replace two of the 
remaining warehouses with a new facility com
plete with a computer system that would tie it 
in with the base's computer system. 

Finally, the new warehouse is essential be
cause over 1 million square feet of material is 
sitting outside due to the lack of warehouse 
space. As the ultraviolet rays of the summer 
Sun and the cold and rain of winter contribute 
to the deterioration of the materials, base per
sonnel are forced to repair the materials and 
then either try to store them inside an existing 
facility or put them back outside until space is 
available. 

The bill today also includes $1.5 million for 
a telecommunication facility for Travis Air 
Force Base for the renovation of an existing 
facility in order to become a telecommunica
tions center [TCC]. 

The TCC will provide adequate facilities to 
support the Inter-Service/ Agency Automated 
Message Processing Exchange [l-S/ A AMPE] 
system, a new communication system de
signed to modernize and replace the DOD 
service's and agencies' existing automated 
message processing exchange. The 1-S/ A 
AMPE will also replace the Autodin switching 
centers and provide connections to the De
fense Data Network. 

Without this facility, the deterioration of the 
communication mission will continue and it is 
anticipated that based on increased mainte
nance costs, the loss of equipment respon
siveness, security, and survivability will result 
in a rapid reduction of effective communica
tion serviced to the USAF mission. 

As I mentioned earlier, one of the goals of 
the committee is to promote quality-of-life 
projects. During hearings before the commit
tee, testimony indicated that about 192,000 
service men and women are still residing in 
World War II-type structures. Since this situa
tion exists at Travis AFB, report language in 
H.R. 2906 directs the Air Force to expedite 
design of a dormitory modernization project at 
Travis AFB and include construction funds for 
the project in a fiscal year 1989 submission. 

If funded in fiscal year 1989, this project will 
alter four of the unaccompanied enlisted per
sonnel housing [UEPH] dormitories currently 
on base at a cost of $10.4 million. Each dorm 
will cost $2.6 million to modernize and each 
will house 267 military personnel. 

Upgrading the existing dorm facilities will in
clude converting the central shower configura
tion into a room-bathroom arrangement. It will 
also eliminate the central hallways which are 
conducive to noise and disruption. Planning in
cludes insulation of doors and windows to en
hance energy conservation. Also, as there are 
a number of summer days in which the tern-

perature rises above 100 degrees, central air
conditioning will be installed. 

Presently, only 5 of the 40 UEPH's meet the 
latest DOD criteria on enlisted personnel 
housing. The communal showers, noisy hall
ways and intense heat in the summer have all 
been cited as the worst problems with the ex
isting dorms. This modernization is vital to the 
quality of life necessary for our enlisted per
sonnel. 

In the Sacramento region, H.R. 2906 also 
provides funds for military construction 
projects at Mather AFB: 

First, base flight operations facility: $2.3 mil
lion for a facility of adequate size and configu
ration to house the functions of base oper
ations, transient alert and weather station. The 
base weather station needs to be collocated 
with base operations to allow flight crews im
mediate access to the latest weather fore
casts. The functions which are to be accom
modated include flight operations, inflight 
kitchen, waiting room, briefing rooms, weather 
services, and administration support space. 

Without this project, base operations serv
ices will be forced to continue in inadequate 
facilities resulting in an adverse impact on the 
flying mission. 

Second, add to and alter electronic warfare 
flight training facility: $1.3 million for additions 
and modifications for the existing electronic 
warfare flight training facility. A facility of ade
quate size and configuration, with proper envi
ronmental and security controls, is required to 
accommodate electronic warfare [EW] flight 
training. The conversion of USAF navigator 
and EW officer training into a new specialized 
undergraduate navigator training track pro
gram significantly increases the demands on 
classroom space at the existing secret level 
EW flight training facility. A shortened entry 
cycle and course raises the daily intraining 
class number from five to seven. Additionally, 
the fighter-attack-reconnaissance navigator 
track EW phase expands from a 5-day to a 
20-day schedule, and the tanker-transport
bomber navigator track EW phase increases 
from a 2-day to an 8-day schedule. The pro
posal to establish an electronic combat coor
dinator [EEC] training program will require ad
ditional classroom space capable of higher 
classification instruction. The increased depth 
of intelligence training and sensitivity of 
sources dictates the use of a sensitive com
partmented information [SCI] facility. 

Failure to increase the size of the EW flight 
training facility will significantly detract from 
the training mission and will restrict the timely 
implementation of future programs critical to 
success on today's electronic battlefield. The 
existing facility cannot support the expanded 
training function. 

Third, fuel systems maintenance dock: $3.4 
million for a facility to perform fuel system 
repair on assigned T -43 and T -37 aircraft. En
vironmental controls are necessary to provide 
proper ventilation for personnel safety and 
maintain the temperature and humidity levels 
required for the proper curing of sealants. 

Currently, there is no facility for fuel system 
maintenance. This work is performed outside, 
when weather permits. Consequently, repair 
times are nearly triple. The location of the out
door fuel maintenance area is close to an ex
isting taxiway and the noise from taxiing air-

craft presents a hazard, particularty in T -43 
repair where the need for ear protection com
plicates the requirement for constant audio 
contact between members of the repair team. 

Without this project extra downtime will con
tinue to be required for curing sealants and 
coatings. Aircraft taxiing will continue to cause 
work stoppages on fuel cell repairs. This situa
tion will deteriorate further as the T -37 and T -
43 fleets age. 

And at Sacramento Army Depot the bill pro
vides funds for the following projects: 

Electronics training facility: $2.1 million to 
provide year-round maintenance training on 
high-technology equipment to Reserve com
ponent personnel assigned to units west of 
the Mississippi River. This project will provide 
the facilities needed for quality hands on tech
nical training to a maximum of 200 reservists 
at any given time. Personnel are to be trained 
on equipment not available at home station 
and, therefore, do not have the opportunity to 
familiarize themselves with equipment they 
would have to maintain upon mobilization. 

Without this facility, reservists will continue 
to be trained in a piecemeal fashion in inad
equate facilities. The ability of Sacramento 
Army Depot to provide for the planned in
crease in training over the next 5 years 
cannot be sustained without a dedicated train
ing facility. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to reiterate my 
support for a family housing project at Fort 
Ord in California. Fort Ord is located on Mon
terey County where there is a critical shortage 
of adequate affordable economy housing. Mili
tary families compete with civilians in an area 
where the per capita income is 1·23 percent of 
the Nation's and an off-post vacancy rate of 
approximately 1.5 percent. Off-post new con
struction of rental units is severely limited due 
to the high cost and lack of available land. 
Almost 2,500 families are on the waiting list 
for Government quarters with an average wait 
of 5 to 12 months. 

H.R. 2906 provides $19 million to construct 
211 two- and three-bedroom dwelling units. 
Construction will consist of variously config
ured multiunits and/ or single buildings. The 
moneys will also cover the costs of supporting 
roads, utilities, walks, parking areas, and land
scaping. 

The committee developed a bill which en
hances both readiness and quality of life pro
grams. I urge support of the bill. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of H.R. 2906, military construction ap
propriations for fiscal year 1988. 

This legislation appropriates $8.1 billion in 
fiscal year 1988 for military construction and 
family housing in the United States and over
seas. This is in addition to $221 million appro
priated last year for Army military construction 
in fiscal year 1988 for a light infantry division 
at Fort Drum, bringing the total of available 
funds for fiscal year 1988 to $8.3 billion. The 
bill's funding supports the active forces, Na
tional Guard and Reserve components, de
fense agencies, and NATO. 

In achieving a responsible appropriations 
measure that is $1.8 billion less than the ad
ministration request, the committee took steps 
to preserve quality of life programs such as 
housing, maintenance shops, hospitals, bar-
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racks, and child care centers which are 
needed desperately to maintain the quality of 
military life that is at least acceptable to the 
service members in today's All Volunteer 
Armed Forces. The committee also endeav
ored to stretch out other programs, rather 
than undertaking major new initiatives. 

I applaud the efforts of the committee and 
would like to make special note of Chairman 
HEFNER'S efforts to bring this bill before us 
today. The committee's effort to maintain the 
quality of life programs in this measure are 
most appreciated and will go far to provide an 
acceptable standard of living for America's 
military personnel. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I have no further requests 
for time, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted b11 the Senate and House of 

Representativu of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
following sums are appropriated, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro
priated, for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1988, for mllitary construction func
tions administered by the Department of 
Defense, and for other purposes, namely: 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY 
(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS) 

For acquisition, construction, installation, 
and equipment of temporary or permanent 
public workS, military installations, facili
ties, and real property for the Army as cur
rently authorized by law, and for construc
tion and operation of facilities in support of 
the functions of the Commander-in-Chief, 
$908,160,000, to remain available until Sep
tember 30, 1992: Provided, That of this 
amount, not to exceed $133,120,000 shall be 
available for study, planning, design, archi
tect and engineer services, as authorized by 
law, unless the Secretary of Defense deter
mines that additional obligations are neces
sary for such purposes and notifies the 
Committees on Appropriations of both 
Houses of Congress of his determination 
and the reasons therefor: Provided further, 
That of the funds appropriated for "Mili
tary Construction, Army" under Public Law 
98-473, $6,800,000 is hereby rescinded: Pro
vided further, That of the funds appropri
ated for "Military Construction, Army" 
under Public Law 99-173, $28,000,000 is 
hereby rescinded. 

Mr. HEFNER <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the remainder of the bill be 
considered as read, printed in the 
RECORD and open to amendment at 
any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The text of the balance of the bill is 

as follows: 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY 

<INCLUDIKG RESCISSIONS) 

For acquisition, construction, installation, 
and equipment of temporary or permanent 
public works, naval installations, facilities, 
and real property for the Navy as currently 
authorized by law, including personnel in 

the Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
and other personal services necessary for 
the purposes of this appropriation, 
$1,380,855,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 1992: Provided, That of this 
amount, not to exceed $148,655,000 shall be 
available for study, planning, design, archi
tect and engineer services, as authorized by 
law, unless the Secretary of Defense deter
mines that additional obligations are neces
sary for such purposes and notifies the 
Committees on Appropriations of both 
Houses of Congress of his determination 
and the reasons therefor: Provided further, 
That of the funds appropriated for "Mili
tary Construction, Navy" under Public Law 
98-473, $6,800,000 is hereby rescinded: Pro
vided further, That of the funds appropri
ated for "Military Construction, Navy" 
under Public Law 99-173, $19,400,000 is 
hereby rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE 

(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS) 

For acquisition, construction, installation, 
and equipment of temporary or permanent 
public works, mllitary installations, facili
ties, and real property for the Air Force as 
currently authorized by law, $1,115,950,000, 
to remain available until September 30, 
1992: Provided, That of this amount, not to 
exceed $121,036,000, shall be available for 
study, planning, design, architect and engi
neer services, as authorized by law, unless 
the Secretary of Defense determines that 
additional obligations are necessary for such 
purposes and notifies the Committees on 
Appropriations of both Houses of Congress 
of his determination and the reasons there
for: Provided further, That of the funds ap
propriated for "Military Construction, Air 
Force" under Public Law 98-473, $6,300,000 
is hereby rescinded: Provided further, That 
of the funds appropriated for "Military 
Construction, Air Force" under Public Law 
99-173, $18,500,000 is hereby rescinded. 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

<INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

<INCLUDING RESCISSIONS) 

For acquisition, construction, installation, 
and equipment of temporary or permanent 
public works, installations, facilities, and 
real property for activities and agencies of 
the Department of Defense <other than the 
military departments), as currently author
ized by law $564,886,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 1992: Provided, That 
such amounts of this appropriation as may 
be determined by the Secretary of Defense 
may be transferred to such appropriations 
of the Department of Defense available for 
military construction as he may designate, 
to be merged with and to be available for 
the same purposes, and for the same time 
period, as the appropriation or fund to 
which transferred: Provided further, That of 
the amount appropriated, not to exceed 
$62,800,000 shall be available for study, 
planning, design, architect and engineer 
services, as authorized by law, unless the 
Secretary of Defense determines that addi
tional obligations are necessary for such 
purposes and notifies the Committees on 
Appropriations of both Houses of Congress 
of his determination and the reasons there
for: Provided further, That of the funds ap
propriated for "Military Construction, De
fense Agencies" under Public Law 98-473, 
$1,900,000 is hereby rescinded: Provided fur
ther, That of the funds appropriated for 
"Military Construction, Defense Agencies" 
under Public Law 99-173, $5,300,000 is 
hereby rescinded. 

NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

For the United States share of the cost of 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization Infra
structure programs for the acquisition of 
personal property, for the acquisition and 
construction of military facilities and instal
lations <including international mllitary 
headquarters> and for related expenses for 
the collective defense of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Area as authorized in mllitary con
struction Acts and section 2806 of title 10, 
United States Code, $376,000,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That of 
the funds appropriated for "North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization Infrastructure" under 
Public Law 99-173, $8,000,000 is hereby re
scinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY NATIONAL 
GUARD 

<INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

For construction, acquisition, expansion, 
rehabilitation, and conversion of facilities 
for the training and administration of the 
Army National Guard, and contributions 
therefor, as authorized by chapter 133 of 
title 10, United States Code, and military 
construction authorization Acts, 
$158,052,000, to remain available until Sep
tember 30, 1992: Provided, That of the 
funds appropriated for "Military Construc
tion, Army National Guard" under Public 
Law 99-173, $2,500,000 is hereby rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR NATIONAL 
GUARD 

<INCLUDING RESCISSIONS) 

For construction, acquisition, expansion, 
rehabilitation, and conversion of facilities 
for the training and administration of the 
Air National Guard, and contributions 
therefor, as authorized by chapter 133 of 
title 10, United States Code, and mllitary 
construction authorization Acts, 
$126,475,000, to remain available until Sep
tember 30, 1992: Provided, That of the 
funds appropriated for "Military Construc
tion, Air National Guard" under Public Law 
98-473, $200,000 is hereby rescinded: Provid
ed further, That of the funds appropriated 
for "Military Construction, Air National 
Guard" under Public Law 99-173, $3,300,000 
is hereby rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY RESERVE 

<INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

For construction, acquisition, expansion, 
rehabilitation, and conversion of facilities 
for the training and administration of the 
Army Reserve as authorized by chapter 133 
of title 10, United States Code, and military 
construction authorization Acts, 
$95,100,000, to remain available until Sep
tember 30, 1992: Provided, That of the 
funds appropriated for "Military Construc
tion, Army Reserve" under Public Law 99-
173, $1,800,000 is hereby rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVAL RESl.RVE 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 

For construction, acquisition, expansion, 
rehabilitation, and conversion of facilities 
for the training and administration of the 
reserve components of the Navy and Marine 
Corps as authorized by chapter 133 of title 
10, United States Code, and military con
struction authorization Acts, $67 ,637 ,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 1992: 
Provided, That of the funds appropriated 
for "Military Construction, Naval Reserve" 
under Public Law 99-173, $1,200,000 is 
hereby rescinded. 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE 

RESERVE 
(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS) 

For construction, acquisition, expansion, 
rehabilitation, and conversion of facilities 
for the training and administration of the 
Air Force Reserve as authorized by chapter 
133 of title 10, United States Code, and mili
tary construction authorization Acts, 
$69,620,000, to remain available until Sep
tember 30, 1992: Provided, That of the 
funds appropriated for "Military Construc
tion, Air Force Reserve" under Public Law 
98-473, $200,000 is hereby rescinded: Provid
ed further, That of the funds appropriated 
for "Military Construction, Air Force Re
serve" under Public Law 99-173, $1,800,000 
is hereby rescinded. 

FAMILY HOUSING, ARMY 
(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS) 

For expenses of family housing for the 
Army for construction, including acquisi
tion, replacement, addition, expansion, ex
tension and alteration and for operation and 
maintenance, including debt payment, leas
ing, minor construction, principal and inter
est charges, and insurance premiums, as au
thorized by law, as follows: for Construc
tion, $316,090,000; for Operation and main
tenance, $1,267,277,000; for debt payment, 
$2,906,000; in all $1,586,273,000: Provided, 
That the amount provided for construction 
shall remain available until September 30, 
1992: Provided further, That of the funds 
appropriated for "Family Housing, Army" 
under Public Law 98-473, $900,000 is hereby 
rescinded: Provided further, That of the 
funds appropriated for "Family Housing, 
Army" under Public Law 99-173, $19,400,000 
is hereby rescinded. 

FAMILY HOUSING, NAVY AND MARINE CORPS 
(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS) 

For expenses of family housing for the 
Navy and Marine Corps for construction, in
cluding acquisition, replacement, addition, 
expansion, extension and alteration and for 
operation and maintenance, including debt 
payment, leasing, minor construction, prin
cipal and interest charges, and insurance 
premiums, as authorized by law, as follows: 
for Construction, $244,914,000; for Oper
ation and maintenance, $534,223,000; for 
debt payment, $2,022,000; in all 
$781,159,000: Provided, That the amount 
provided for construction shall remain avail
able until September 30, 1992: Provided fur
ther, That of the funds appropriated for 
"Family Housing, Navy and Marine Corps" 
under Public Law 98-473, $400,000 is hereby 
rescinded: Provided further, That of the 
funds appropriated for "Family Housing, 
Navy and Marine Corps" under Public Law 
99-173, $8,800,000 is hereby rescinded. 

FAMILY HOUSING, AIR FORCE 
<INCLUDING RESCISSIONS) 

For expenses of family housing for the Air 
Force for construction, including acquisi
tion, replacement, addition, expansion, ex
tension and alteration and for operation and 
maintenance, including debt payment, leas
ing, minor construction, principal and inter
est charges, and insurance premiums, as au
thorized by law, as follows: for Construc
tion, $166,120,000; for Operation and main
tenance, $694,809,000; for debt payment, 
$1,584,000; in all $862,513,000: Provided, 
That the amount provided for construction 
shall remain available until September 30, 
1992: Provided further, That of the funds 
appropriated for "Family Housing, Air 
Force" under Public Law 98-473, $2,400,000 
is hereby rescinded: Provided further, That 

of the funds appropriated for "Family 
Housing, Air Force" under Public Law 99-
173, $12,300,000 is hereby rescinded. 

FAMILY HOUSING, DEFENSE AGENCIES 
For expenses of family housing for the ac

tivities and agencies of the Department of 
Defense <other than the military depart
ments> for construction, including acquisi
tion, replacement, addition, expansion, ex
tension and alteration and for operation and 
maintenance, leasing, and minor construc
tion, as authorized by law, as follows: for 
Construction, $1,186,000; for Operation and 
maintenance, $19,514,000; in all $20,700,000: 
Provided, That the amount provided for 
construction shall remain available until 
September 30, 1992. 

HOMEOWNERS ASSISTANCE FUlm, DEFENSE 
For use in the Homeowners Assistance 

Fund established pursuant to section 
1013<d> of the Demonstration Cities and 
Metropolitan Development Act of 1966 
<Public Law 89-754, as amended), $2,800,000. 

FOREIGN CURRENCY FLUCTUATIONS, 
CONSTRUCTION, DEFENSE 

For foreign currency fluctuations, con
struction, Defense, $125,000,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 101. None of the funds appropriated 

in this Act shall be expended for payments 
under a cost-plus-a-fixed-fee contract for 
work, where cost estimates exceed $25,000, 
to be performed within the United States, 
except Alaska, without the specific approval 
in writing of the Secretary of Defense set
ting forth the reasons therefor. 

SEc. 102. Funds herein appropriated to the 
Department of Defense for construction 
shall be available for hire of passenger 
motor vehicles. 

SEc. 103. Funds appropriated to the De
partment of Defense for construction may 
be used for advances to the Federal High
way Administration, Department of Trans
portation, for the construction of access 
roads as authorized by section 210 of title 
23, United States Code, when projects au
thorized therein are certified as important 
to the national defense by the Secretary of 
Defense. 

SEC. 104. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act may be used to begin construc
tion of new bases inside the continental 
United States for which specific appropria
tions have not been made. 

SEc. 105. No part of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be used for purchase of land 
or land easements in excess of 100 per 
centum of the value as determined by the 
Corps of Engineers or the Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command, except; <a> where 
there is a determination of value by a Fed
eral court, or <b> purchases negotiated by 
the Attorney General or his designee, or <c> 
where the estimated value is less than 
$25,000, or (d) as otherwise determined by 
the Secretary of Defense to be in the public 
interest. 

SEc. 106. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act shall be used to < 1) acquire land, 
<2> provide for site preparation, or <3> install 
utilities for any family housing, except 
housing for which funds have been made 
available in annual military construction ap
propriation Acts. 

SEc. 107. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act for minor construction may be 
used to transfer or relocate any activity 
from one base or installation to another, 
without prior notification to the Commit
tees on Appropriations. 

SEC. 108. No part of the funds appropri
ated in this Act may be used for the pro
curement of steel for any construction 
project or activity for which American steel 
producers, fabricators, and manufacturers 
have been denied the opportunity to com
pete for such steel procurement. 

SEC. 109. No part of the funds appropri
ated in this Act for dredging in the Indian 
Ocean may be used for the performance of 
the work by foreign contractors: Provided, 
That the low responsive and responsible bid 
of a United States contractor does not 
exceed the lowest responsive and responsi
ble bid of a foreign contractor by greater 
than 20 per centum. 

SEC. 110. None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense for military con
struction or family housing during the cur
rent fiscal year may be used to pay real 
property taxes in any foreign nation. 

SEC. 111. No part of the funds appropri
ated in this Act may be used to pay the com
pensation of an officer of the Government 
of the United States or to reimburse a con
tractor for the employment of a person for 
work in the continental United States by 
any such person if such person is an alien 
who has not been lawfully admitted to the 
United States. 

SEC. 112. The expenditure of any appro
priation under this Act for any consulting 
service through procurement contract, pur
suant to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to 
those contracts where such expenditures 
are a matter of public record and available 
for public inspection, except where other
wise provided under existing law, or under 
existing Executive order issued pursuant to 
existing law. 

SEC. 113. None of the funds in this Act 
may be used to initiate a new installation 
overseas without prior notification to the 
Committees on Appropriations. 

SEC. 114. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act may be obligated for architect 
and engineer contracts estimated by the 
Government to exceed $500,000 for projects 
to be accomplished in Japan or in any 
NATO member country, unless such con
tracts are awarded to United States firms or 
United States firms in joint venture with 
host nation firms. 

SEC. 115. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act for military construction in the 
United States territories and possessions in 
the Pacific and on Kwajalein Island may be 
used to award any contract estimated by the 
Government to exceed $1,000,000 to a for
eign contractor: Provided, That this section 
shall not be applicable to contract awards 
for which the lowest responsive and respon
sible bid of a United States contractor ex
ceeds the lowest responsive and responsible 
bid of a foreign contractor by greater than 
20 per centum. 

SEc. 116. The Secretary of Defense is to 
inform the Committees on Appropriations 
and Committees on Armed Services of the 
plans and scope of any proposed military ex
ercise involving United States personnel 30 
days prior to its occurring, if amounts ex
pended for construction, either temporary 
or permanent, are anticipated to exceed 
$100,000. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS> 

SEC. 117. Unexpended balances in the Mili
tary Family Housing Management Account 
established pursuant to section 2831 of title 
10, United States Code, as well as any addi
tional amounts which would otherwise be 
transferred to the Military Family Housing 
Management Account during fiscal year 



19632 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 14, 1987 
1988, shall be transferred to the appropria
tions for Family Housing provided in this 
Act, as determined by the Secretary of De
fense, based on the sources from which the 
funds were derived, and shall be available 
for the same purposes, and for the same 
time period, as the appropriation to which 
they have been transferred. 

SEC. 118. Not more than 20 per centum of 
the appropriations in this Act which are 
limited for obligation during the current 
fiscal year shall be obligated during the last 
two months of the fiscal year. 

On page 8, line 3, strike the amount 
$69,620,000 and insert in lieu thereof 
$66, 770,000. 

Mr. HOUGHTON (during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
<TRANSFER OF F.UNDs> Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

SEC. 119. Funds appropriated to the De- rise to propose an amendment to H.R. 
partment of Defense tor construction in 2906 and in sum and substance, Mr. 
prior years are hereby made available for 
construction authorized for each such mill- Chairman, it is to save money by not 
tary department by the authorizations en- adding brandnew construction to bases 
acted into law during the first session of the which may be, which may be consid
One Hundredth Congress. ered vulnerable. I do not suggest that 

SEC. 120. The Secretary of Defense is to any bases be closed. Any such deci
provide the Committees on Appropriations sions should be made by those far 
of the Senate and the House of Representa- more understanding of their merits 
tives with a report by February 15, 1988, than I. 
containing details of the specific actions M Ch · t 
proposed to be taken by the Department of r. airman, his is not a wild 
Defense during fiscal year 1988 to encour- ~~ndment. It is careful and moderate 
age other member nations of the North At- m its approach. It does not affect the 
!antic Treaty Organization and Japan to · readiness of our personnel. It does not 
assume a greater share of the common de- affect the quality of our equipment. It 
fense burden of such nations and the United does not put at risk any of our mili
States. tary commitments. It merely shows 

SEC. 121. For military construction or that this lOOth Congress recognizes 
family housing projects that are being com- the precarious state of our country's 
pleted with funds otherwise expired or fin d ts t t 
lapsed for obligation, expired or lapsed ances an wan o ~ over any 
funds shall be used to pay the cost of associ- stone, go to any extra mile and seek 
ated supervision, inspection, overhead, engi- any extra saving it can. 
neering and design on those projects and on The reason is quite simple: because 
subsequent claims, if any. Mr. and Mrs. Taxpayer, we are spend-

SEc. 122. Notwithstanding any other pro- ing 20 percent more than you are 
vision of law, the Secretaries of Defense, giving us. We make up the difference 
Army, Navy and Air Force are required to by borrowing on your credit card 
maintain legislative liaison to the House and . . 
Senate Appropriations Subcommittees on which some day you will have to pay 
Military Construction in a manner identical back. 
to the method employed as of September So we say we ought to be able to 
30, 1986. look afresh at the $1,001,100,000 

SEc. 123. Notwithstanding any other pro- budget we are facing. Specifically, we 
vision of law, inclu~g the certification re- have identified approximately $80 mil
quirements provided m section 210 of title lion and it comes basically from this 
23, United States Code, the Secretary of the report which is in question now that 
Army is directed to provide funds for the 
design of access roads for the New Cumber- Mr. Barry Goldwater, then Senator 
land Army Depot, Pennsylvania and for the Goldwate~ requested in 1985 from Sec
Tobyhanna Army Depot, Pennsylvania retary Wemberger. It focuses on sever
within funds provided in this Act. ' al military bases which have been tar-

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any gets potentially for closing. 
points of order against the bill? We do not suggest that they be 

If not, are there any amendments to closed. This distinction is important. 
the bill? What we do propose is that no more 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOUGHTON 
Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HOUGHTON: 

Beginning on page 2, line 8, strike the 
amount $908,160,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $871,390,000. And on line 10, strike 
the amount $133,120,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $96,350,000. 

On page 3, line 3, strike the amount 
$1,380,855,000 and insert in lieu thereof 
$1,362,545,000. And on line 5, strike the 
amount $148,655,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $130,345,000. 

On page 3, line 21, strike the amount 
$1,115,950,000 and insert in lieu thereof 
$1,093,320,000. And on line 23, strike the 
amount $121,036,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $98,406,000. · 

construction be done at those bases 
until their mission in life is resolved. 

If this amendment does not pass, $81 
million earmarked in the 1988 budget 
will be spent in places that may be ob
solete. This amendment asks for the 
elimination of that $80 million-plus 
from this year's budget. If the bases 
next year assume a new life, then fine, 
put the money back in. But do not 
waste it, do not waste it now. 

What this does is it represents about 
200ths of 1 percent of the Department 
of Defense budget, hardly an Earth
shaking figure that would bring down 
the wrath of even the most ardent de
fense proponent. 

I am sure there are objections and I 
am sure probably valid ones. For ex-

ample, the conditions have changed, 
the list is in question since the 1985 
DOD report. And even Senator Gold
water has different views. 

Investments have been made, some 
should be stopped, some should be 
considered. But no matter what you 
hear, remember one thing, our mission 
is to save expensive dollars. The 
United States has 5,600 bases world
wide and they cost $25 billion to oper
ate every year. We have bases in every 
State other than Vermont. Many of 
them are as a result of World War II 
activity. And every Secretary of De
fense since Bob McNamara all the way 
through Secretary Weinberger has 
suggested some of these bases be con
sidered and virtually anyone who has 
ever looked at this, from the GAO, the 
OMB, the Secretary of Defense, the 
Grace Commission, of which I was a 
part, Senator Goldwater, feel that 
something should be done to consider 
these bases. So we ask only that no 
new money be spent and if it is not on 
this particular list it will be on other 
lists, on construction where the demise 
of certain bases is still unresolved. It 
will close no bases, it will not reduce 
current activity in any base, it will not 
produce any military stink. It will not 
weaken our defense posture. It will 
only save expensive dollars. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOUGHTON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, may I ask the gentle
man, I have a list here, so-called no
tional list of base realignment candi
dates. I would like to read to the gen
tleman and ask him if that is the list 
he is ref erring to. 

In Arkansas it is Blytheville Air 
Force Base, in California the Naval 
Air Rework Facility at Alameda, in Il
linois the Chicago-O'Hare Internation
al Airport, the naval complex at the 
Great Lakes, in Kansas it is McCon
nell Air Force Base, in Massachusetts 
it is Fort Devens, in New Mexico Fort 
Wi.pgate, in Pennsylvania the New 
Cumberland Army Depot, in Maine 
the Loring Air Force Base, the Letter
kenny Army Depot in Maine, the 
Naval Air Development Center and in 
Virginia the Cameron Station. Is this 
the list the gentleman refers to? 

D 1500 
Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, 

this is a list which I referred to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from New York CMr. 
HOUGHTON] has expired. 

<On request of Mr. ALExANDER, and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. HOUGHTON 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.> 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, if 
I could just reply to that for a minute, 
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certainly this is the list. I have it right 
here. That is absolutely right. It in
volves nine States and 11 different 
bases, but we recognize that we have 
to start someplace. 

I was on the Grace Commission, and 
at that time, 5 years ago, although 
maybe the list is out of date, we had 
4,000 bases in this country. The mili
tary felt we only ought to have 325 
bases. But there was no way of getting 
at it. Even the Grace Commission was 
not able to get figures which were 
meaningful. These probably are not 
meaningful, but they are a beginning, 
and all I am saying is that someplace 
within that huge military construction 
basis, if not here, someplace else, there 
must be an oppartunity to save less 
than 1 percent of that military con
struction figure. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield for one fur
ther question, I see that in Texas the 
Goodfellow Air Force Base is included. 
Is that also on your list? 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Yes, it is. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to the amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, the gentleman refers 

to this giant military construction bill. 
This amendment has a very poor f oun
dation, as the gentleman from Calif or
nta has pointed out. 

This list has been read for everybody 
here, and I would hope that Members, 
if we have a vote on this, would not be 
told that this is money that is going to 
be saved because it is going to be spent 
at bases that are going to be closed, 
because that is just simply not the 
case. If you look at the list of bases 
targeted by this amendment, you will 
see that many of them or all of them 
are viable bases and they are proposed 
for expansion by the services them
selves. 

If you are going to close bases, 
maybe you ought to talk &bout bases 
overseas where we do not get the sup
part from the host nation. That is 
where we should be looking if we want 
to save some bucks, at bases where we 
do not get the necessary support from 
the host nation. But when we say we 
are going to take a notional list that is 
2 Ya years old, I am not saying you are 
going to mislead Members, but Mem
bers will be coming on this fioor, and 
Members may say, "I want you to vote 
yes on this amendment because it just 
takes money away from bues that are 
going to be closed anyway." But that 
is Just not the case. 

This is a bill that we have worked 
very hard on. We have spent many 
hours on it. We have had many hours 
of hearings. We put it together on a 
bipartisan basis, and we have got a bill 
that even OMB did not send us the 
customary letter on saying that "You 
111ys are over the budget and you need 
to cut some of thia fat out of it." They 

sent us a letter and said, "You guys 
are a billion dollars short." 

What we have tried to do is stress 
projects here that have a quality of 
life for our servicemen who are living 
in World War II barracks, not just in 
this country but overseas. 

I appreciate the fact that Members 
want to cut the budget. I served 6 
years on the Budget Committee, I 
serve on the Defense Subcommittee, 
and some of these notional lists that 
come out are absolutely and totally 
political lists and we know they are 
not going to do anything with the list 
of notional candidates. They come out 
and say, "All right, what you can cut is 
a division in California," but they 
know we are not going to do that. 
They say, "We can cut the ammuni
tion supply from 25 to 23 days," but 
they know we are not going to do that. 

But if you want to construe some
thing from that, you can say, "Here is 
what the Pentagon wants to cut. They 
want to cut out a division in Calif or
nia, and they want to cut out 2 days 
from our ammunition supply for our 
people that are in training." 

So I would, Mr. Chairman, urge the 
Members, although this a well-mean
ing amendment, to reject this amend
ment because it is not a viable amend
ment. I would also like to point out 
that the amendment as it is crafted 
takes $80 million out ot planning and 
design funds and not construction as 
was intended. They take it all out of 
design money. I just think that this is 
not a good amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, the subcommittee 
chairman makes a very good point. Of 
the $85.6 million only $2.8 million is 
for Air Force Reserve construction. 
The remainder, $77.71 million, cuts 
only study, planning, design, architect, 
and engineering services. 

My question is, where in the amend
ment does it say what bases and how 
much is specified for each base? That 
appears nowhere in the amendment. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LOWERY of California. I yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, 
there is nothing specific in the amend
ment, but in terms of formulating the 
amount of dollars, we have to begin at 
some point, and there was a point 
where we said that this particular list 
had a good foundation because at 
some point a couple of years ago 
people said that this was something 
we ought to look into. 

Now, it does not mean that this is 
the end-all and the be-all, but I must 
believe, having been around budgeting 
a few years, that although this may 
not be the targeted list, there ought to 

be similar situations where moneys 
could be saved in terms of the total 
amount which we are talking about of 
$80 or $81 million. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, let me reclaim my time. 

I could not agree more with the gen
tleman, but the appropriate place to 
make those decisions is in hearings 
within the authorizing committee, and 
that does not take place with this list. 
We wanted to have the DOD not just 
send over some arbitrary list, a notion
al list, but a true prioritization, be
cause we should be looking at where 
we could save costs. 

But this amendment, cutting $36. 7 
million from Army planning, $18.3 mil
lion from Navy planning, and $22.6 
million from Air Force planning, not 
targeted to any particular location, 
not stating where the reductions 
would occur, I would just say is not 
the way to proceed. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LOWERY of California. I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the gentleman's yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong oppo
sition to this amendment which seeks 
to cut military construction funds, and 
which forbids any new construction or 
expenditures at any facility which 
Senator Goldwater targeted for elimi
nation in 1985. 

Mr. Chairman, I am somewhat sur
prised to be here today speaking 
against the so-called Goldwater hit 
list. This amendment seeks to revive 
and give new life to the discredited, 
now 2112-year-old list of 22 potential 
base closures which Secretary Wein
berger provided Senator Goldwater in 
April 1985. 

Mr. Chairman, my district and the 
Warminster Naval Air Development 
Center would be directly impacted by 
this amendment, as would several 
other districts in Pennsylvania, includ
ing the city of Philadelphia and the 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

But I do not rise for parochial rea
sons. I recognize that the Department 
of Defense must periodically review its 
missions and the suitability of its fa
cilities throughout the country to 
meet those missions. And the Congress 
must be responsible in reviewing rec
ommendations of the Defense Depart
ment. 

But this amendment is based on the 
Goldwater hit list of 1985, a list which 
was terribly suspect at the time, and is 
thoroughly discredited now. 

In 1985 at the time former Senator 
Goldwater first proposed closing the 
22 facilities on the list, the naval air 
development center in Warminster 
was being considered for a new $4.2 
million laboratory for important new 
navigation research. I fought for that 
$4.2 million appropriation then, and 
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succeeded in seeing that project 
through to completion. 

Ironically, Mr. Chairman, just yes
terday, Monday July 13, I was in War
minster to cut the ribbon on that labo
ratory for the Navy. 

Now today I return to Washington, 
and again the NADC is under attack. 

The amount in the 1988 bill is not as 
significant for NADC-just $300,000 
for various maintenance and safety 
projects-but the potential impact 
should this amendment pass would be 
devastating, and devastatingly unfair 
to the nearly 3,000 men and women 
who work there. 

I invite any of my colleagues in Con
gress to visit the NADC with me, just 
as the distinguished chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee, LEs AsPIN 
did in 1985 and again in 1986. They 
would see the only nonweapons naval 
air research laboratory in the country. 
This is a one-of-a-kind facility, one 
that would just have to be rebuilt 
someplace else were it to close. 

I ask the proponents of this amend
ment, if their amendment passes, 
would they support the expenditure of 
an additional $4.2 million to replace 
the laboratory which I cut the ribbon 
on just yesterday? Is that any way to 
save money? 

And I point out to my colleagues 
just two examples of the f oily of this 
particular amendment. First, Secre
tary Weinberger himself says in his 
cover letter to Senator Goldwater 
dated April 1, 1985: 

I caution again that the list is illustrative, 
and that no closures or realignment.s are 
proposed in the fiscal year 1986 budget. I 
am particularly concerned that programmed 
military construction at these installations 
not be cut simply because the installation 
appears on the notional list. 

Even Secretary Weinberger, there
fore, acknowledges that the list is hy
pothetical in nature, and projects not 
be cut based on the list. 

Secretary Weinberger also states in 
that same letter: 

Base realignment.s are very time sensitive. 
A list of sites drafted at any point in time 
must be regarded as temporary because the 
conditions influencing it.s formulation are 
themselves temporary • • •. Additionally, 
once a major construction program to ac
commodate a realigned mission is undertak
en at a location, termination is uneconomi
cal. 

Yesterday a major new laboratory 
was dedicated for a new mission at the 
NADC. This list is over 2 years old, is 
dated, and is obviously of no relevance 
to the current situation at NADC. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge defeat of this 
amendment. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, let me go on. 

On that list that was submitted 2112 
years ago, right on the list DOD 
stamped it, meaning that the list 
should not be considered an official 
DOD representation. It was a disclaim
er, meaning that the Department of 

Defense never intended to be official 
in nature. In fact, the White House 
has never endorsed such a proposal. 

Let me reiterate what the chairman 
of the subcommittee has said. We have 
a letter from Jim Miller, Director of 
OMB, and I will just read a couple of 
sentences from it: 

As the House Appropriations Committee 
prepares to mark up the fiscal year 1988 
military construction appropriation bill, I 
would like to outline the administration's 
position on House action to date. The bill as 
reported by the subcommittee is $1.6 blllion 
below the administration's request of $9.8 
blllion by OMB scoring. The administration 
is concerned with the low level of funding 
recommended by the subcommittee. The re
ductions will result in cancellation or delay 
of construction of modernization of many 
urgently needed facilities. The administra
tion urges the Appropriations Committee to 
fund the requested $9.8 billion. 

We are under the figure. We have 
been doing the job. I commend the 
gentleman from New York for. at
tempting to find ways to close down 
those facilities that are no longer re
quired or needed, but I would suggest 
that the method we are using in this 
appropriation bill is not the proper 
way to proceed. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment, and I will state as 
briefly as I can my opposition, hoping 
not to consume the time allotted, by 
summarizing the reasons for that op
position. 

The Air Force testified last year, 1 
year after the so-called notional list, 
which includes Blytheville Air Force 
Base in Arkansas, that it would not 
wish to close Blytheville Air Force 
Base. It listed a number of reasons for 
its support of the continuation of that 
base, which shows the f oily of this 
amendment. 

It lists in its report No. NSIAD-86-
19BR the fact that the GAO con
firmed the Air Force's recommenda
tions, giving reasons for keeping 
Blytheville Air Force Base in oper
ation through the Strategic Air Com
mand. Here are some of the things it 
lists: 

The presence of newly constructed 
air-launched cruise missile facilities; 
Blytheville's contJ."ibution to the sur
vivability of the Nation's strategic 
assets; the positioning of a primary 
mission; a nuclear strike base which 
targets targets inside the Soviet 
Union; Blytheville's high quality loca
tion in relationship to heavily used 
KC-135 tankers' refueling and Air 
Force training routes; the higher per
centage of good weather flying days at 
Blytheville Air Force Base; the lack of 
urban encroachment in the area 
around the base; Blytheville Air Force 
Base would be needed in the event of 
redeployments of overseas aircraft to 

the United States and in association 
with realignments to deploy the B-lB. 

In addition, the personnel at Blythe-· 
ville Air Force Base in operations have 
won numerous awards within the last 
couple of years. The 97th Supply 
Squadron has earned the George C. 
Kenney Trophy for the best oper
ational readiness inspection in the 
Strategic Air Command. And this base 
is listed on this so-called notional list. 
The 97th Bombardment Wing won 
first place in the second annual 
"Midget Sword" loading competition. 
The wing has won first place in the 
bomber crew-chief postload section of 
the Strategic Air Command's annual 
weapons loading competition. 

In 1984 the Air Force chose a woman 
lieutenant from Blytheville Air Force 
Base as the first female instructor for 
the KC-135A. 

The Blytheville Air Force Base is 
listed for some reason on this notional 
list of possible closures. I assert that 
the list is entirely political in nature. I 
am told that it arises out of a conver
sation that was had with the junior 
Senator from Texas and members of 
the White House who for various rea
sons wanted to target bases, maybe 
some with justification and maybe 
some just for political reasons. None
theless, it is a spurious attempt on the 
part of some forces within the Con
gress to politicize the process which 
we have tried to maintain in a very bi
partisan way. 

I think all the bases that are includ
ed here are justified in every way for 
economy and efficiency. I have just 
listed in summary a very few of the 
reasons that Blytheville Air Force 
Base should not be included and cer
tainly not targeted for closure by the 
gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I could go on. I could 
consume much more time, but for the 
sake of brevity, I will not, because I 
think that the summary speaks to the 
issues. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, if I may have the at
tention of my distinguished colleague 
who is the author of the amendment, I 
would like to try to place this debate 
in proper perspective, because I under
stand the motive of my distinguished 
colleague, the gentleman from New 
York. 
It seems to me that the gentleman is 

raising two issues: The procedure by 
which we attempt to close bases and 
the question of whether that is effi
cient and effective, and second trying 
to find economies and where to cut 
funds. 

0 1515 
Against that backdrop, this gentle

man would like to make four points. 
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First of all, to place this entire base

closure discussion in proper context, 
the Department of Defense at this 
very moment has 5,000 properties, 
5,000 installations and facilities. 

Of that 5,000, 900 of them are major 
facilities, which means at this very 
moment, the Department of Defense 
could close 4,100 facilities without ever 
coming to the Congress of the United 
States, because they are not consid
ered major facilities. 

Of the 900, 200 bases have no civil
ian personnel, so those 200 bases can 
be closed by the Department of De
fense without ever coming to the Con
gress of the United States, so we are 
now down to 700 facilities. 

Of the 700 facilities, I would say to 
the gentleman from New York, 250 of 
them have civilian employees in excess 
of 300, which means that of the 700, 
450 of the remaining 700 can be closed 
without the Department of Defense 
coming to the Congress of the United 
States, so we started out with 5,000 fa
cilities. We are now down to 4,750 fa
cilities that can be closed by the De
partment of Defense without ever 
coming to the Congress, so now let us 
deal with the 250. 

This gentleman was charged with 
the responsibility in fiscal year 1986, 
in comity with the other body in the 
conference for fiscal year 1986 dealing 
with the military. We came to the fol
lowing point$ in order to tighten up 
the base-closure legislation. 

The conference report proposal 
which is now statutory law states the 
following: 

First, that we would eliminate the 
advance-notice requirement that a 
study be undertaken at a facilitiy, so 
that you did not make people in a 
given community paranoid by making 
this announcement of a study before 
you could determine whether or not 
you wanted to close the base. 

Second, require that all submissions 
come to the Congress with the annual 
budget submittal. That is now law. It 
comes to the Congress. 

Third, permit the Department of 
Defense to use design operational 
funds without a special request of 
Congress, but not construction funds, 
in order to make their life a lot easier. 

Fourth, provide the same thresholds 
as in current law for the legislative im
pediments to take effect, again trying 
to make it easier for the Department 
of Defense to close bases, the 250 left 
from the 5,000, I might add. 

Fifth, require that Congress act 
within the budget cycle on the admin
istration request <a> for authority to 
close or realign an installation, Cb> for 
funds with which to shift missions to 
other installations, and <c> for any eco
nomic assistance package for the com
munity to be vacated; and finally, to 
minimize the options for individuals-I 
am now particularly ta1k.ing about 
Members of Congress-to delay action 

indefinitely through redress to the 
courts. 

Here we have six points negotiated 
in a House-Senate conference in order 
to tighten up the legislation with re
spect to base closures making it easier 
for the Department of Defense to 
close any one or several of the 250 re
maining from the 5,000 facilities that 
they can close, most of them without 
any action from the Congress. · 

Having made that comment, I would 
like to move on to my third point. I 
stated earlier that this amendment is 
without foundation, Mr. Chairman, 
because there is no list before us. The 
Department of Defense did not notify 
the Congress of the United States 
with respect to any list, so the amend
ment seeks a remedy where there is no 
issue. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California CMr. DEL
LUMS] has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. DEL
LUMS was allowed to proceed for 2 ad
ditional minutes.> 

Mr. DELLUMS. With respect to the 
economies in the military budget, my 
second point, I might say to the gen
tleman from New York, while we are 
here wrestling with the issue of clos
ing a base here and a base there that 
may save $1 million here, $2 million 
there, right before our very eyes, 
hocus-pocus, Mr. Chairman, one 
branch of the military service; namely. 
the Navy, is about the business of ex
panding facilities. 

Does the gentleman understand that 
strategic homeporting is a mega
hundred-mlllion-dollar, and I would 
suggest would become a multibllllon
dollar, program to expand military fa
cilities costing the country and the 
taxpayer hundreds of millions of dol
lars, so if the gentleman really wants 
to deal with constricting facilities and 
installations, why does not the gentle
man join this gentleman in opposing 
the absurdity of the concept of strate
gic homeporting which has us expand
ing military facilities at megamillions 
of dollars as we play around with an 
amendment that this gentleman can 
state without equivocation, at its 
finest moment, might save the Ameri
can taxpayers $7 million in the Air 
Force where the Air Force does not 
want to close the base. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment cries 
out to be withdrawn, because it does 
not speak to any economies. We have 
spoken to efficiencies and effective
ness, and I would certainly join my 
distinguished colleague in closing fa
cilities and installations, let us Join in 
stopping the Strategic Homesporting 
Program. 

Let us talk about nuclear facilities 
that we do not need in this country as 
we attempt to pursue peace. 

I can show the gentleman not where 
we can save $7 million, but where we 
can save $30, and $40, and maybe even 

$50 billion to make the world a safer 
place to live in and create greater 
economies to solve the human prob
lems of this country. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York CMr. HOUGHTON] 
and all amendments thereto be limited 
to 5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Members standing 

at the time the unanimous-consent re
quest was agreed to will be recognized 
for 40 seconds each. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING]. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, 
last evening I called the author of the 
amendment to make sure that, as a 
matter of fact, we did not go back to 
the 1985 Goldwater list, because in my 
case, the New Cumberland Army 
Depot, they were not talking about 
closing the depot. That was a misun
derstanding. 

They were talking about closing the 
petroleum part of it which employs 
about 8 or 11 people. What would 
happen now if we would give the last 
third of their development money. we 
would have the largest building in the 
world to supply NATO forces without 
a roof, because it has done everything 
else, and now this payment this year 
will complete it and put the roof on 
the building. 

It will supply all of the U.S. NATO 
forces out of that particular operation, 
and so it would be a real mistake to 
use that list which is no longer valid in 
any way, shape or form. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOODLING. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennyslvania. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Is it the idea of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania now or a formed conclu
sion that this amendment as now con
stituted would suspend construction in 
midair? 

Mr. GOODLING. I think it could. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle

man from California CMr. LoWERY] 
yield back the balance of his time. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I do not yield back the bal
ance of my time; but I reserve my 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. MONTGOlllERY]. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment. 

I have the privilege of serving on the 
subcommittee with the gentleman 
from California CMr. DELLUMS], and I 
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serve as the ranking majority member 
on that committee. 

As the gentleman from California 
spoke, the list that we are talking 
about was submitted in 1985. It is ille
gal, nothing to the list; and I hope 
that the amendment would be with
drawn. 
If it is not withdrawn. then I hope 

that it would be defeated. 
However, I commend the gentleman 

from New York for offering the 
amendment to bring attention to the 
committee to discuss base closures. 

D 1525 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. KOLBE]. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman. I would like to make 
two things clear. First of all, there is 
no list of bases in my district that are 
on this list. 

Second, we need to find a way to 
close major bases when they are obso
lete. when they do not fulfill any mili
tary objectives or meet the missions 
the military has set out for them. but 
this is not the way to do that. 

As has been already pointed out, this 
list is old. It is obsolete. It was not an 
official DOD representation. It is not 
really a list. It does not include what is 
there in the way of what needs to be 
closed today. In fact, one of the bases 
is now a major B-1 bomber base, so 
this is not the way to proceed with 
this. We have to find a way to do it. 
but not in this fashion. 

Mr. Chairman. I oppose this amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Texas CMr. 
STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, let 
me quickly in 40 seconds point out 
that this was not a base closing 
amendment. This was an attempt to 
focus the House regarding whether or 
not we should have continued new 
construction on bases that had been 
proposed to be closed. 

We now accept the fact that that list 
that was worked from was not in fact 
the best list to work from. 

It is very disturbing to this Member 
to find out that a list that was put out 
that gained so much credibility was 
done purely for political reasons and it 
came from the Pentagon. That is dis
turbing. 

Why I was wanting to support this 
amendment, in my district 10 years 
ago two bases were closed, only a few 
hours after major construction had 
started and completed on those bases. 
That is what we hope to avoid with 
this amendment today, but obviously, 
we are on the wrong track today. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois CMr. 
PORTER]. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. but 
in doing so I want to commend the 
gentleman for his intent to try to 
reach excessive spending. It is simply 
that this list was a political list from 
the very beginning. I bet that if you 
went down it and looked to see what 
was marked on the list, you would find 
facilities that could not possibly be 
closed. but are located in the districts 
of the States of Members and Sena
tors who simply were not known as 
strong supporters of maximum in
creases in the DOD authorization or 
appropriation. For that reason. were 
put on the list. 

So I commend the gentleman for of
fering the amendment but I think it is 
the wrong list. We need to find the 
right list and pursue it. 

This list was also never supposed 
to represent a final judgment on 
which bases should or should not be 
closed. This was clearly stated in a 
letter written by Deputy Secretary of 
Defense William Taft to STROM THuR
MOND, the former chairman of the 
Armed Services Subcommittee on Mili
tary Construction. In the letter Mr. 
Taft wrote that the list's purpose "was 
solely as an illustration of the types of 
installation that might be considered 
for closure if Congress would pass ex
pediting legislation and if required 
funds were added to the defense re
quest" to pay for any closings and sub
sequent relocation expenses. 

Since the list was issued, we have 
done nothing to continue the process. 
For example, during consideration of 
this year's DOD authorization bill, 
this Chamber unfortunately defeated 
an amendmemt which would have pro
vided a commission to review this issue 
and make recommendations as to 
which bases should be closed. 

I voted in favor of this amendment 
and the responsible procedures it pro
posed. But we should not jump the 
gun and start eliminating programs 
before we know which bases should ac
tually be closed. Thus, this amend
ment takes a backward and irresponsi
ble approach. It would allow funding 
for bases that may close. while cutting 
off moneys for bases that will contin
ue to function. That is the opposite of 
responsible budgeting. 

The Great Lakes Naval Training 
Center located in North Chicago is the 
U.S. Navy's largest training facility. It 
supports the fleet by providing basic 
and specialized training to more than 
65,000 enlisted men and officers each 
year. Actually. Great Lakes provides 
intensive instruction to 40 percent of 
all Navy recruits. Yet the authors of 
this amendment want to cut a pro
gram in this bill that would provide all 
of these recruits with important sup
port; because Great Lakes was_ Q.n itt~ 
Goldwater list. Its inclusion was obvi
ously spurious and politically motivat
ed. If Great Lakes were closed, it 

would simply have to be rebuilt else
where at a cost estimated at nearly $3 
billion. This is not savings. This list 
was supply hard ball politics aimed at 
insuring unquestioned support for a 
larger military budget for fiscal year 
1986. I urge the gentleman from New 
York to withdraw his amendement at 
this time but persue his intent. His 
purpose is good and should be recog
nized. But his list is faulty and not 
representative of the fact. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from New York 
CMr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman. I do not know whether or 
not the gentleman is going to with
draw his amendment. but I think the 
gentleman ought to be saluted because 
he has given the chairman of the com
mittee. myself and everyone here the 
opportunity to underscore the impor
tance of it. We are obviously not going 
to keep 5,600 bases. whether in 
demand or not. open in perpetuity, but 
I think we all owe the gentleman a 
debt of gratitude for giving us an op
portunity. as my chariman says from 
time to time, to articulate our prob
lems, the problems we face as far as 
base closures are concerned. 

So I thank the gentleman. I know 
that next year he is going to be in
volved with us as we try to come up 
with a procedure that does this in an 
orderly, credible fashion, in an effort 
to insure that we do not waste defense 
dollars that are so important. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota CMr. PENNY]. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend the gentleman from New 
York for bringing this issue before the 
House. He is on the right track in 
terms of trying to cut back spending 
on any projects that might be slated 
for bases or facilities that are subject 
to closure. 

I think it is an issue that we need to 
continue to pursue. There was one at
tempt in this bill to try to trim back 
the $150 million increase in military 
construction appropriations by 50 per
cent. Obviously. in this bill on these 
bases it is not going to be an amend
ment that achieves our objective. but 
it is one that I think ought to be pur
sued in the future to make sure that 
we do not build on a base that may be 
closed. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentle
man for offering the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. HOUGHTOlf]. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my friends for supporting me in 
my hour of need. I feel like I have 
been through a buzz saw. I am over
whelmed with emotion. I am over
whelmed with figures from people 
who know far more about this than I. 
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Let me just say one or two things. 

First of all, this is not a notional list. 
This was always a qualified list. As a 
matter of fact, I am not sure there is 
ever going to be a list which will be ac
cepted, that there will not be objec
tions to it. 

Second, it seems to me that the 
point has been missed. No base closing 
was suggested, only lack of construc
tion on those bases which might be 
vulnerable or might be exposed to re
consideration. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has ex
pired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. HOUGH
TON was allowed to proceed for 2 addi
tional minutes.> 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, if 
not this list, maybe there are other 
lists. All I was trying to do with this 
amendment, which I would like to ask 
unanimous consent under the circum
stances to withdraw, was to point up 
the need for a very minor reduction in 
military construction spending on 
those vast numbers of bases, many of 
which we do not need. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to withdraw the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment 

is withdrawn. 
Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 

Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, now that the amend
ment has been withdrawn, maybe this 
is a little superfluous, but I would just 
like to make a comment. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not quarrel at all 
with the intentions or the effort to try 
to make our armed services more effi
cient and to close some of the facilities 
that we have, but let us do it on a far 
more orderly basis, where we are hold
ing hearings and where we do know 
where the priorities are. 

Mr. Chairman, this so-called base
closure list being used was provided in 
March of 1985 by the Secretary of De
fense in response to a request by Sena
tor GoLDWATER. I served on the Mili
tary Construction Subcommittee of 
Appropriations in 1985 and remember 
quite well the situation. Senator GoLD
WATER's main intent was to get the De
partment of Defense to move on clos
ing bases no longer efficient or re
quired. There were none in fiscal year 
1986 budget requests. DOD ante
upped, if I may use the term, a notional 
or "an arbitrary list." 

This arbitrary list was released and 
immediately above the initial list of 
potential base closures, there was a 
Department of Defense disclaimer 
which read: 
It <meaning this list> should not be consid

ered an official DOD representation. 

This disclaimer meant that the De
partment never intended this list to be 
official in nature and, on top of it, the 
White House never proposed such a 
proposal. 

Let me share with my colleagues a 
further quotation from the official 
statement which was attached to the 
list: 

If the legislation should fail, proposed 
base closures would make less sense and be 
mush less attractive economically for three 
reasons: they could be easily blocked by pa
rochial interests, they would take too long 
to accomplish and to pay back their costs, 
and they would be easy targets for budget 
cuts that would keep the Department from 
getting the modem facilities it needs to 
carry out the Defense mission. 

The authors of this amendment 
have picked out of the sky, a 2¥2-year
old base closure list-they have picked 
some $80.5 million at random without 
scrutiny of the individual projects
they claim it will not weaken our de
fense posture, I beg to differ. 

This amendment does exactly what 
the Department of Defense, the White 
House and the Congress feared it 
would do back in 1985: These installa
tions have become easy targets for 
budget cuts and these cuts can keep 
the Department from getting the 
modern facilities it needs to carry out 
the Defense mission the chairman of 
our subcommittee has outlined the 
exact projects this amendment would 
delete: 

Included on this list is $2.35 million 
for a Security Police Operations Facil
ity at McConnell Air Force Base, KS. 
My colleagues should know that at the 
same time the base closure list came 
out recommending McConnell for clo
sure, the administration requested 
$71.5 million for the initial beddown of 
the B-lB bomber at McConnell. Con
gress approved $71.5 million in fiscal 
year 1986 and in fiscal year 1987 Con
gress approved an additional $32.16 
million for the beddown. After this in
vestment, I would hope my colleagues 
would not want to delete a project 
that is so necessary to the beddown of 
the B-lB bomber. 

Another example of an installation 
that was on the base closure list is the 
New Cumberland Army Depot, PA, 
which serves as the Army's Eastern 
Distribution Center. The same year 
the depot was on the base closure list, 
the Department was requesting $15 
million for land acquisition. Congress 
approved the land acquisition funding. 
Last year Congress approved $41 mil
lion for the second phase of this 
project. This year, the Department is 
requesting $34 million for the final 
phase-are my colleagues proposing to 
throw away a $55 million investment 
made in the last 2 years, by deleting 
the $34 million request to complete 
the final phase of this important 
project? 

At the Naval Air Rework Facility, 
Alameda, CA, in 1985 when it was 

listed on the proposed closure list, 
$20. 78 million was requested and ap
proved for two projects at the base. 
Last year, Congress appropriated $17.7 
million for a new berthing pier and 
utilities. This year, my colleagues are 
proposing to cut $16 million for a plat
ing shop. While doing this, I think 
they should know the situation at the 
current facilities: Work flow is delayed 
due to contaminated chemicals, lines 
shut down because of pollution and 
environmental violations, and a lack of 
modern plating equipment. Without 
this project, workers will be subjected 
to hazardous environments and we will 
have to continue to pay them environ
mental hazard pay. 

Mr. Chairman, what concerns me is 
that this amendment attacks projects 
based on a list that is 2¥2 years old-a 
list that was arbitrary with no sub
stantial backing-my colleagues' inten
tion is to cut $72 million from this bill, 
while I don't agree with that inten
tion, it is their prerogative. 

The subcommittee has been through 
a tedious process to bring this bill to 
the floor in an equitable manner. We 
have reviewed 1,500 projects, approxi
mately 400 projects totaling $1.8 bil
lion have already been deleted. We 
used strict guidelines to get where we 
are. The projects being proposed for 
deletion are of importance and I thank 
my colleague for withdrawing the 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY llR. PDNY 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PENNY: Begin

ning on page 2, line 8, strike the amount 
$908,160,000 and insert in lieu thereof 
$824,510,000. And on line 10, strike the 
amount $133,120,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $114,483,000. 

Beginning on page 3, line 3, strike the 
amount $1,380,855,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $1,186,960,000. And on line 5, strike 
the amount $148,655,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $127,843,000. 

Beginning on page 3, line 21, strike the 
amount $1,115,950,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $993,342,000. And on line 23, strike 
the amount $121,036,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $104,091,000. 

Beginning on page 4, line 17, strike the 
amount $564,886,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $485,802,000. And on line 26, strike 
the amount $62,800,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $54,000,000. 

Beginning on page 6, line 7, strike the 
amount $158,052,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $153,052,000. 

Mr. PENNY <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, the 

amendment I have offered is really a 
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list of several line item amendments 
which are now offered as one amend
ment. Our attempt in this amendment 
is to single out those projects in this 
appropriation bill that have not been 
authorized by the standing committee. 

We on a number of occasions in the 
past have rejected provisions in appro
priation bills that have not been for
mally authorized by the House stand
ing committee. It is only those 
projects in this bill that we are at
tempting to affect by this amendment. 

All in all, the spending levels in this 
military construction appropriation 
bill stand at $8.3 billion. That com
pares with an appropriation level of 
$8.15 billion in fiscal year 1987. In 
other words, the increase from 1987 to 
1988 is $150 million. 

We will offer if necessary at the end 
of the debate an amendment to cut 
the rate of increase in this spending 
bill by 50 percent. In other words, the 
1.8 percent increase would be reduced 
to 0.9 percent. That constitutes about 
$72 million and by going after these 
unauthorized projects we could 
achieve that same kind of reduction in 
a line item fashion by cutting back the 
unauthorized projects 14 percent. 

It seems that in setting priorities 
around here, we have already made a 
determination about which projects 
are important in passing the Defense 
Authorization bill some weeks ago and 
now we have an appropriation meas
ure on the floor which not only funds 
the projects authorized in that bill, 
but identifies a variety of other 
projects that were not authorized. 

We could offer an amendment to 
simply strike all the unauthorized 
projects. That has been done before 
and those amendments have been suc
cessful before. In the case of this bill, 
that would represent $510 million. Our 
amendment is more modest than that. 
We will allow the Appropriations Com
mittee to establish a priority for these 
projects, but simply cut back the ap
propriation for each of these unau
thorized projects by 14 percent. 

Last night the Appropriations Com
mittee members vehemently opposed 
the Durbin amendment on the 
grounds that it legislated in an appro
priation bill. Well, we have some legis
lation here in this appropriation bill, 
and rather than try to strike it entire
ly we are simply saying that it ought 
to be trimmed back by 14 percent. 

If this amendment is adopted, there 
will be no need to pursue an across
the-board cut of 0.9 percent in this 
bill, so I urge the Members to give seri
ous consideration to this modest and 
sensible approach to budgeting. 

Mr.HEFNER.Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment 
which reduces, by 14 percent, or about 
$70 million, projects that were recom
mended by the committee subject to 
authorization. Let me first say that 
there are many sound reasons why 

this committee felt strongly about rec
ommending projects subject to author
ization. As most of you may know, the 
authorization bill has passed the 
House and is stalled in the Senate. 
That raises the question as to whether 
we will have an authorization bill this 
year. Second, it is this Member's un
derstanding that many cuts made to 
the authorization bill would be re
stored in conference if there is relief 
in the budget numbers. 

When the subcommittee analyzed 
the authorization mark it found that 
the Marines were cut by 37 percent 
and that many quality-of-life projects 
such as barracks were cut. We under
stand that the authorization commit
tee has its own set of priorities; like
wise, this committee has its own prior
ities. I can tell you that this commit
tee's priorities are quality of life for 
our service men and women. We added 
back quality of life and other high pri
ority projects, subject to authoriza
tion, assuming the projects may be re
stored in conference. We did this to 
protect the prerogatives of this com
mittee in the event authorization for 
those projects is restored in confer
ence. 

I have to oppose this amendment be
cause it targets reductions to the high
est priority projects in this bill. The 
committee has already cut $150 mil
lion in terms of a general reduction. 
The general reduction is the most the 
services can expect to absorb without 
the program becoming unmanageable. 
If we layer an additional across-the
board cut as is proposed by this 
amendment, we will probably have to 
eliminate over 10 projects at confer
ence, to be consistent with the impact 
of this amendment. 

The gentleman's amendment is 
based on a comparison with last year's 
level. One can argue that this bill is 
under last year's funding level. And if 
you were to compare it with the 1985 
level you will see that the bill is sub
stantially under the level of 3 years 
ago, by about $100 million, implying 
that we have experienced at least 10 
percent real negative growth since 
that time. 

As I said in my opening statement, 
this bill cuts $1.8 billion from the 
President's request. This bill is also 
under the authorized level that passed 
this House. We have cut 18 percent 
which is deeper than any reduction to 
any appropriation bill this year. 

This is not the bill to be looking at 
for more cuts. This bill does not fund 
the glamorous weapons systems that 
cost billions of dollars. This is a bill 
that attempts to get our service men 
and women out of World War II bar
racks and quonset huts. Over 200,000 
service men and women are still living 
in substandard facilities. This is a bill 
that provides better medical care for 
our service people and their families. 
It provides housing that is desperately 

needed because we have more married 
people in the service today than we 
had yesterday. Remember, every time 
we provide housing, that means that 
we don't have to pay a variable hous
ing allowance. This is a bill that at
tempts to modernize a $450 billion 
physical plant which has been ignored 
to fund glamorous sophisticated weap
ons systems. This bill is only 3 percent 
of the total Defense budget. I repeat
only 3 percent of the entire Defense 
budget. This is the bill that deals with 
readiness and retention. Unlike the 
Defense bill, $70 million in this bill 
goes a long way. 

D 1540 
Mr. Chairman, having said that, we 

have had these amendments to cut a 
certain amount and to get us under 
Gramm-Rudman and under the man
date of the Budget Committee. But a 
14-percent cut in this particular bill 
does bad damage to us. We have 
fought very, very hard to bring this 
budget in at a level that is responsible, 
that is under our 302 allocation, that 
supports the Members of this House 
by funding high priority projects for 
our services, for our Marines, for all of 
the services, and I would ask the Mem
bers not to look at this as an authori
zation on an appropriation because it 
clearly is not. 

Mr. Chairman, I would make the 
same argument as I made last night 
about authorizing on appropriation 
bills. This is not authorizing on an ap
propriation bill. We have only recom
mended projects subject to authoriza
tion, and we have the authorization 
bill that is languishing in the other 
body, and we are acting in a responsi
ble way. 

I would beg the Members not to vote 
for this amendment. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the requi
site number of words, and I rise in op
position to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to em
brace· the comments made by the gen
tleman from North Carolina CMr. 
HEFNER]. I think the key words that 
make this different from some of the 
other pieces of legislation which have 
been on the floor recently is that 
these appropriations are made "sub
ject to authorization." 

Why did the committee do that? We, 
of course, are the first of the blocks in 
this process. As we were trying to 
draft our authorizing legislation, and 
as the Appropriations Subcommittee 
was spending months and months 
studying their priorities, we were all 
shooting at a moving target; namely, 
the budget process. 

If my colleagues talk about the dif
ference between the authorization and 
the appropriation process and some 
$500 million, yes, that is indeed a lot 
of money. But one can only make 
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sense out of the argument if you recall 
that $1.8 billion was cut out of the 
President's request, as was a like sum 
in the prior 2 years. 

Naturally there will be questions of 
priorities as far as the authorizing and 
appropriating committees are con
cerned. So rather than concentrate on 
where there are differences, and keep
ing in mind that they took this action, 
subject to authorization, why not con
centrate on the overwhelming number 
of projects where our priorities are the 
same? 

Why should this body find itself, be
cause we are trying to act prudently 
and in a timely fashion, going to con
ference with the other body with our 
arms tied behind our backs-not just 
our hands, but our arms as well. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Certain
ly I yield to the gentleman from North 
Carolina. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, we 
thought this amendment cut only $72 
million, but we have just gotten a copy 
of the amendment and it totals about 
$480 million in further reductions. So 
with this amendment we would not 
cut $1.8 billion from the budget re
quest, but we would cut $2.3 billion. 
This absolutely, totally boggles our 
minds. We were thinking in terms of 
$72 million, which is atrocious, but 
when we talk about $480 million, this 
absolutely devastates and does irrep
arable harm to our efforts. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Reclaim
ing my time, I thank the chairman for 
making that point. 

I would also like to point out, Mr. 
Chairman, that it is perhaps worse 
even than those figures would indi
cate. As we leave here with an authori
zation bill and with an appropriation 
bill and deal with the appropriate bills 
from the other body, we are going to 
find out where those projects do not 
match up. We are talking about larger 
cuts than even those latest figures 
might indicate. 

So I would ask my colleagues to keep 
in mind that we are talking about 
those appropriations subject to au
thorization and giving this body some 
flexibility. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. I yield 
to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I have a question for the 
author of the amendment. 

First I want to be sure that I am 
looking at the right amendment. It 
starts out: 

Beginning on page 2, line 8, strike the 
amount $908,160,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $824,510,000. 

Is that correct? 
Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, could I 

ask the Clerk to read the Penny 

amendment again? I think that might 
help. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
GRAY of Illinois). Without objection, 
the Clerk will again report the amend
ment. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, may I inquire of the Chair 
is this being charged against my time? 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, could I 
make a parliamentary inquiry that 
would ask for the use of the time? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman could ask unanimous con
sent to extend his time. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the time taken for the Clerk to 
read not be charged to my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. 

Without objection, the Clerk will 
report the amendment. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PENNY: Begin

ning on page 2, line 8, strike the amount 
$908,160,000 and insert in lieu thereof 
$824,510,000. And on line 10, strike the 
amount $133,120,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $114,483,000. 

Beginning on page 3, line 3, strike the · 
amount $1,380,855,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $1,186,960,000. And on line 5, strike 
the amount $148,655,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $127 ,843,000. 

Beginning on page 3, line 21, strike the 
amount $1,115,950,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $993,342,000. And on line 23, strike 
the amount $121,036,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $104,091,000. 

Beginning on page 4, line 17, strike the 
amount $564,886,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $485,802,000. And on line 26, strike 
the amount $62,800,000 and insert. in lieu 
thereof $54,000,000. 

Beginning on page 6, line 7, strike the 
amount $158,052,000 and insert in lieu 
thereof $153,052,000. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. MARTIN] has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. MARTIN 
of New York was allowed to proceed 
for 3 additional minutes.) 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from California CMr. LoWERY]. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman 
yielding. 

This is the same amendment, and as 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
CMr. HEFNER] has brought out, this 
does not cut $70 or $72 million, it cuts 
$484,957 ,000. It we used simple math, 
$824 million from $908 million is $83 
million in the first paragraph from 
construction money, of which $18 mil
lion is planning money, in the second 
paragraph it is $193 million in con
struction money, of which $20 million 

is planning money, and in the third 
paragraph $122 million in construc
tion, including $16 million in planning 
money. The whole total is almost half 
a billion dollars. $65 million from the 
Army. $173 million from the Navy. 
$105 million from the Air Force. $5 
million from the Army and $71 million 
from defense agencies. 

Was that the gentleman's intent in 
the amendment? 

Mr.PENNY.Mr.Chairman,willthe 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. I yield 
to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman. the 
intent of the amendment is to only 
take 14 percent out of the unauthor
ized. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. That is 
14 percent from the total bill? 

Mr. PENNY. Of the unauthorized 
portion. but it appears in the drafting 
of the amendment it was drafted in a 
manner to take 14 percent out of each 
of those titles which adds up to 14 per
cent of the total bill. That is not what 
we set out to do. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. I yield 
to the gentleman from North Caroli
na. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I can 
appreciate trying to make the cuts, to 
get our numbers, and I realize the gen
tleman is not obligated to furnish us 
with an amendment in advance. But 
somebody is obligated when they tell 
us in good faith that we are talking 
about $72 million. Theoretically we 
could have adopted this amendment 
and it could have cost our bill 
$500,000, which would have been total
ly devastating to this bill. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, if I might reclaim my time 
briefly, we have had an interesting dis
cussion. 

Again I would ask my colleagues to 
keep in mind that all of this money 
that is appropriated or wished to be 
appropriated by the committee is 
again subject to authorization. I would 
ask this body not to tie the hands of 
our colleagues as we go into confer
ence and give us the flexibility that we 
need. Keep in mind we have cut $1.8 
billion out of a $10 billion request and 
have done the same thing for 2 years 
prior to this. 

We are taking this not out of some 
gaudy defense weapons system but out 
of the hides of the men and women 
who serve this country in uniform 
around the world. 

There is one other point I would like 
to make. From time to time through
out the course of the years some of 
the projects that we authorize for one 
reason or another have to fall by the 
wayside, because bids do not come in 
at the right price or because the plan
ning is not complete, and we get the 
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opportunity, with the consent of the 
committees, to reprogram. 

Give us that flexibility and vote 
down this amendment. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my intention, of 
course, to oppose this amendment. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. I yield to 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
Minnesota. 

Mi-. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, it was 
an inadvertent mistake in the drafting 
of the amendment and we were not 
aware of that in submitting the 
amendment. The gentleman is correct, 
this strikes 14 percent from the vari
ous aggregates within the bill and not 
just those unauthorized projects. 
If we can get the amendment cor

rected before completion of consider
ation of the bill, we may offer it at 
some later point. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to withdraw the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

amendment is withdrawn. 
AJIDDllDT OITl!RED BY lllt. RllODl:S 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. RHODES: Page 

16, after line 25, insert the following: 
SJ:C. 124. Notwithstanding any other pro

vision of this Act, each amount appropri
ated or otherwise made available by this Act 
which is not required to be appropriated or 
otherwise made available by law shall be re
duced by 0.9 percent. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, as my 
colleagues well know, the bipartisan 
group to which the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. PENNY] and I and 
others belong, have attempted with 
each and every appropriation bill to 
reduce the amount by which the bill 
exceeds las~ year's funding by 50 per
cent. The committee report states that 
this particular piece of legislation is 
$144 million in excess of the amounts 
made available for fiscal year 1987. 

The amendment being considered 
cuts 0.9 percent from the total amount 
of this bill to reduce the amount of 
this appropriation by $72 million. 

Please, my colleagues, in debating 
this, do not accuse me of cutting your 
appropriation or of cutting your bill or 
of cutting military construction. The 
purpose of this amendment is to 
reduce the amount by which this bill 
increases appropriations over the last 
fisca.l year by 50 percent. Stated an
other way, if this amendment passes, 
then the appropriation for fisca.l year 
1988 will be increased over the appro
priation for fiscal year 1987 by $72 

million. That, my colleagues, is the 
way I think we should look at this. 

Military construction appropria
tions, if this amendment passes and 
the bill passes, will be increased in 
fiscal year 1988 by $72 million. 

I want to speak on behalf of all of 
the Members of the group that have 
been working on this and my admira
tion for the work of this subcommittee 
on both sides. I personally have gone 
through this report on three separate 
occasions, and I stand in awe of it. 
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And I stand in awe of the work that 

you did. There is no question but that 
you put in considerable time, effort 
and energy to spread the resources 
that you had available to you into as 
many quality, worthwhile projects as 
you could, and to make the life of our 
military services, our uniformed men 
and women as comfortable and as full 
of quality as you possibly could. I also 
hope that our amendment will not be 
attacked in some way as being antimi
litary or antidef ense. I do not think 
that I will be forced to stand second 
behind any promilitary, prodefense 
Member of this House when it comes 
time to average up the votes at the 
end of this session. This is not antimi
litary. This is not antidefense. This is 
not a cut in spending. What this is is 
an attempt to take a small step but I 
think an important step toward resto
ration of fiscal responsibility and fiscal 
sanity. This is not an antidefense bill. 
It is not an antimilitary bill. It is a 
pro-United States bill. It is a "let's get 
our economy back under control" bill. 
It is an attempt to take one of those 
several, I hope, small steps necessary 
for us to begin to get our deficits 
under control, to begin to move toward 
a balanced budget and to begin to re
store the strength and vigor to our 
economy that we have worked so long 
and so hard to restore to our military. 

I urge your favorable consideration. 
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. RHODF.S. I yield to the gentle

man from Florida. 
Mr. SHAW. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
Mr. Chairman, I compliment the 

gentleman from Arizona for his most 
splendid statement. I think all of us 
who are big def enders of the defense 
budget-and I do not know of any
thing or any responsibility that we 
have here in Government that is more 
important than def ending our shores
however, that does not mean that we 
cannot put certain economies in place 
where we see good opportunity to do 
so. 

The gentleman correctly pointed out 
this is not going to compromise any 
weapons system, it is not going to com
promise the defenses of the United 
States. We cannot and must not have 
sacred cows when we are talking about 

balancing the Federal budget. I com
pliment the gentleman for his amend
ment and I urge all Members to sup
port him. 

Mr. RHODES. I thank the gentle
man very much. 

Mr. Chairman, may I observe this is 
less than 1 percent, less than 1 percent 
of this appropriation. I cannot believe 
that in any place in this Government 1 
percent cannot be spared. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word and I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not doubt if we 
have l, 11/:i percent or 2 percent or 3 
percent and it passed, that we would 
manage. But I have to remind you 
that this amendment cuts $70 million 
out of this bill. In contrast, we have 
some small cost overruns in one weap
ons system and, just because some
body made a little bit of a goof, it cost 
$70 million in a multibillion-dollar 
weapons system. I have supported 
most of them because I sit on the De
fense Subcommittee. In oversight 
hearings we find cost overruns, when 
they come in for reprogramming, aver
age some 30 or 40 percent. 

For $70 million, 1 percent, anyone 
would say-if you went to the comer 
store in my district and you said to the 
folks who were sitting around there. 
"Well, I believe they can cut 1 percent 
out of the military construction 
budget of $8.9 billion or $8.3 billion." 
And everybody would say, "Why, sure 
you can." Sure you can and you will 
manage. But I have been to these 
bases all over the country. What we 
are trying to get back to-and we are 
not accusing anybody of being soft on 
defense-is that we have focused on 
quality of life. I have been to these 
bases at Fort Hood and Fort Sill and 
Fort Bragg and many other places. I 
have seen the situations there for the 
day care centers and how these people 
live and how they cannot afford to live 
on the economy. We have worked at 
this thing. We have sent Members all 
over this country. We have gone 
through these bases, we have had 
walk-throughs, we have had slide 
shows from all the services showing 
how these young men and women live 
in World War II quonset huts, un
paved roads. And sometimes I accuse 
them of giving us the worst scenario. 

But nevertheless we need to have a 
fighting force that is going to be able 
to man those most sophisticated weap
ons and the most sophisticated fight
ing force that man could ever imagine. 
And if we mandate and force these 
people to have to live in some of these 
conditions, I think it is absolutely 
atrocious. 

Our focus has been on quality of 
life. Now, 0.9 percent is not a big cut. 
When we are talking about $1 trillion 
overall budget, $70 million is not a spit 
in the stream. But $70 million out of 
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this budget that we are offering can 
do an awful lot of good things for an 
awful lot of good service men and 
women who are trying to do a good job 
for the citizens of this country. 

So I would urge people not to just 
say very casually and cavalierly, "It is 
only less than 1 percent, everybody 
can absorb that." This is a responsible 
bill. A lot of time has gone into it. We 
have already cut into it; we have al
ready cut in excess of a billion dollars 
over what the President asked for. We 
even got a letter of reprimand from 
the OMB, which is unheard of, saying, 
"You guys ain't got enough money in 
your bill.' 

We have come in with a bill that is 
responsible. We have funded the 
things for the defense of this country. 

So I would urge Members, do not be 
taken in, do not vote for this cut be
cause this is a good bill and it merits 
your support just as we reported it. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point 
out that earlier discussions were had 
about the 302Cb> allocation by the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

We were forced to wait for a long 
time because the law called on us to 
wait until we have a budget resolution 
conference report agreed upon. 

Not only that, but we reached an 
agreement. We met to approve it but 
we decided to wait because of a letter 
from the administration wanting us to 
increase foreign aid. 

We just got through with the sup
plemental appropriations bill. Four 
hundred thirty-seven amendments 
were added on the Senate side. And 
the only thing that was asked to be in
creased by the administration was 
$126 million additional for foreign aid. 

May I say here that your Appropria
tions Committee has a wonderful 
record. The Budget Committee was 
not set up for any reason relating to 
the Appropriations Committee's fail
ure; it was set up at the instance of 
the Appropriations Committee be
cause entitlements and backdoor 
spending were out of control, bypass
ing the Appropriations Committee. 

Since January of 1981, we have sent 
the President a total of 85 appropria
tions bills; he has signed 79, and we 
worked the others out. Your commit
tee, I want to commend them here, 
they have done a marvelous job. But if 
after doing a marvelous job, after 
5,000 witnesses, a wonderful experi
ence, we are going to have our friends 
over here who are very bright and 
very smart and who want to make a 
record for cutting whatever we bring 
them we will have to make changes. 
And do you not know that we know if 
we are going to have to deal with that 
we will deal with it before we get here. 
And what you cut here will be identi-

fied as specific items in the confer- of our armed services?" Over and over 
ence, not just a general cut where the again we were told the goal is a 50-
real impact of it is lost. year replacement. That is 2 percent 

I am asking this Congress to show its per year. In reality, Mr. Chairman, we 
responsibility and reward those who are well beyond, in most cases, 100-
work on our committees. No commit- year replacement cycle. Imagine a pri
tee can do a better job. And you want vate sector, imagine companies replac
to cut it, and whatever we brought you ing their facilities less than every 100 
would still want to cut it, so that you years. No wonder we have an ineffi
can tell the country "I am for saving cient facility, no wonder we have 
money at the expense of the men and people who are living in housing that 
women in the services.'' is simply unacceptable. And that, of 

This is not right. course, is the result. I know that the 
Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I move author of this amendment does not 

to strike the requisite number of intend to be as he said, to be antimili
words and I rise in opposition, reluc- tary and I know he is a strong support
tant opposition to the amendment. ers of a strong national defense. He 

Mr. Chairman, I rise reluctantly in and I have talked about that. I know 
opposition in part because my good 
friend and colleague from Arizona of- his statements clearly reflect that. 

But the fact is we are talking here 
f ered this amendment. Also reluctant- about something that is really at the 
ly because I do support and have sup- heart of the muscle of our military; we 
ported in many, no indeed most of the are cutting out people. We are talking 
instances that he and the other gen- about things having to do with the 
tleman, the gentleman from Minneso- quality of life, how the people in our 
ta CMr. PENNY] and the other gentle- Military Establishment live, the kind 
man in that group have offered I 
think some constructive amendments of housing that they live in, the bar-
to try to hold down spending and racks, the World War II barracks that 
reduce Government deficits and I have were built to last 4 or 5 years and now 
supported those. 45 years later are still being occupied. 

I have done that even in the case of We are talking about day care centers 
my other subcommittee on which I that are being cut. We are talking 
serve. But I really think in the case of about instruction facilities where 
this bill, this military construction bill, people have to learn and have train
this $72 million cut is simply not justi- ing, to have those be adequate to do 
fied. that kind of training. When we talk 

We are talking about an increase in about an across-the-board cut for a 
spending here that is 1.8 percent in- construction project it is very difficult 
crease over last year's spending, but when you are talking about construc
more specifically it is 18 percent lower · tion projects of this magnitude, rela
than the President requested. tively small amounts, take 1 percent or 

We have not, of course, gotten to the nine-tenths of 1 percent out of each 
defense appropriations bill but we item. Of course, the reality is that you 
have been through the authorization do not do that. What you do do is you 
process. cut from those things that have to do 

It is a foregone conclusion that the with rehabilitation of housing. You 
kind of spending that we are talking cut from things that have to do with 
about in the military budget this year maintenance of facilities, the kind of 
will certainly exceed by 1.8 percent thing we need to be doing to maintain 
what was actually spent last year. our Military Establishment as it needs 

Now if you think there is any rela- to be maintained. So I would urge this 
tionship and I think there is one, a re- body not to accept this amendment. It 
lationship between military spending, is the wrong amendment to be offered 
between our defense budget and mill- at the wrong time. 
tary construction then I think one has Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Chair
to try to arrive at some kind of parity, man, I move to strike the requisite 
some kind of continuity or similarity number of words, and I rise in opposi
in the kinds of spending we do on both tion to the amendment. 
sides. I thank the chairman for recogniz-

What happened, of course, is that ing me. 
for the last several years while we Mr. Chairman, I would say that as a 
have had a tremendous and I think member of this subcommittee, I do 
much-needed increase in defense have to take issue with some of the 
spending to increase our defense es- statements that have been made with 
tablishment, we have simply not kept respect to the so-called savings. 
up with that in the military construe- We get into these arguments, often 
tion side. Over and over again on this times and we say "Well, it is penny
subcommittee as we had people in uni- wise and pound foolish," and all the 
form and from the civilian side come rest. Let me tell you a personal experi
bef ore us and tell us about their con- ence that I had recently in going 
struction plans I would ask the ques- through a barracks modernization pro
tion, "What is the replacement cycle gram located at Fort Bliss, TX. I had 
you have got for the facilities that the the opportunity to not just talk with 
military owns and operates in behalf the commanding general of the air de-
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f ense facility located at Fort Bliss, but 
also with a squad sergeant, a battery 
commander, and a private, located in 
barracks that we finally completed 
after a number of years of trying. Mili
tary construction dollars are hard to 
come by. I think that the chairman, 
Mr. HEFNER, of North Carolina, has 
eloquently described to you what we 
have been through as a subcommittee 
to deal with that. But I want to say to 
you that if you believe that slowing 
down or stopping a barracks modern
ization program such as the one at 
Fort Bliss saves us money, I have to 
say to you that is not the case. Be
cause what you are going to do is lose 
something in recruitment and reten
tion. 

So I ask my colleagues not to sup
port an across-the-board cut, without 
understanding that when you make 
that cut you indeed are going to cost 
the American taxpayer a lot, a lot 
more than any savings of $73 million, 
because when we put a soldier through 
the complete training that is required, 
basic, advanced and the rest, to 
become an expert in firing a Pershing 
II, or another missile system and that 
individual soldier decides to leave be
cause he or she does not believe that 
his or her Government, the military, 
the Congress, or the American people, 
do not care enough about them to 
really want them to stay in the Serv
ice, we have lost a great deal. 

Let me tell you, it is easy to get that 
impression if you see some of the 
living conditions that members of this 
subcommittee have seen throughout 
the United States. 

We will have lost a good deal more 
than you are putting into the equation 
after an across-the-board cut is made 
such as is proposed by this amend
ment. I say to you that you should 
harken to the words that I was told by 
a private at Fort Bliss after living in 
one of the new barracks that we had 
modernized. It was not even new, it 
was one that we had modernized. We 
finally got the funds to tear out the 
trash and get rid of all the bad parts 
of an old barracks and just modernize 
it. He said, "You know, I think I will 
stay in, because I really do believe the 
American people care about me." And 
that is what this is all about. 

So I submit to you that when you 
vote for an across-the-board cut in an 
amendment on military construction 
and family housing, that we say we are 
not willing to pay, for those Americans 
who are supporting us bravely all 
around the world day to day. We have 
a very real responsibility in this Con
gress to not take the meat ax ap
proach and start slashing away at pro
grams that this committee quite truth
fully has spent a good deal of time on, 
as has the authorizing committee, in 
trying to determine where our prior
ities really should be. 

0 1610 
So, Mr. Chairman, it is for that 

reason that I rose to oppose this 
amendment. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to talk to the 
conservative Members of this body. I 
do not think there is a Member of this 
body that is more conservative than I 
am. I think most of us understand 
that. I have voted for cuts in some of 
these appropriations bills. I come 
along on that with other Members, 
and I think I have done my duty in 
cutting spending where I thought it 
was appropriate. 

But I am saying to those Members 
who are prodefense, who are conserva
tive Members of this body, that we 
ought to be spending twice as much 
money than we are spending in this 
bill, and I want to tell the Members 
why. If we are interested in building 
up the strength of America, then this 
appropriations bill is more important 
or as important as the defense appro
priation bill, even though it amounts 
to $8.3 billion. 

We cannot ask for a buildup of con
ventional Forces and ask someone to 
fight to def end our country and live 
under the conditions we are asking 
them to live under. If this were a court 
of law, we would probably be claiming 
that our service families are living 
under conditions that are cruel and 
unusual punishment. I have seen some 
of their living conditions. I have seen 
windows nailed shut because the win
dows cannot be fixed. I have seen 
pipes exposed, I have seen wiring ex
posed in living facilities, and I have 
seen leaking roofs that we are asking 
our service people to live under. 

Almost 50 percent of this bill is for 
housing for our service personnel. We 
could spend a whole lot more to up
grade and just bring to a minimum the 
kinds of conditions that our people 
ought to live in. 

Let me say to the Members of this 
body that some prisoners, some crimi
nals in the United States are living 
better than our service people, and I 
think that is a disgrace. We are asking 
people to fight to def end freedom, to 
defend freedom across this world, and 
we are asking them to live under these 
conditions. 

Mr. Chairman, I hesitate to bring 
this up because it may raise the ire of 
the subcommittee chairman, but we 
have even created-and a lot of Mem
bers of this body voted for it-a bill for 
the homeless, a brand-new program 
for the homeless that in the outyears 
will require more money than we are 
talking about spending here for our 
service people. That is incredible to 
me. And then we are talking about 
cutting back. We are asking our serv
ice people to live in terrible facilities, 

and I think that is not the way we 
ought to be going. 

We ought to have an amendment on 
this floor to double the amount of 
money appropriated for housing for 
our service people. I am very proud of 
this committee, I am very proud of the 
chairman, and the vice chairman of 
this committee. I have had the pleas
ure of working on this committee, and 
I know they are looking for ways to 
save even more money. I have a provi
sion in this bill where we are going to 
do some studying to look at ways we 
are wasting money, and hopefully we 
can save more money to put back into 
the quality of life for our service men 
and women by upgrading those living 
conditions. We are trying to do what 
we can to save. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not a bare
bones budget. This is a bare-marrow 
budget. This is not even adding flesh 
to the bone or bone to the marrow. I 
am a little embarrassed to even bring a 
bill like this to the floor, but we knew 
what the House would be doing. We 
know how much money they gave us, 
and we have done the best we could 
under the conditions given to us. 

Mr. Chairman, I would even ask that 
the gentlems.n from Arizona withdraw 
this amendment for the sake of the 
service families. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the debate on 
the amendment · offered by the gentle
man from Arizona [Mr. RHODES], and 
all amendments thereto, be limited to 
10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

Mr. TAUKE. Mr. Chairman, reserv
ing the right to object, how many 
Members are interested in speaking? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will in
quire, does the gentleman include him
self? 

Mr. TAUKE. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I 
am interested in speaking, and I would 
like to have my 5 minutes. I do not 
know about the rest of the Members. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair ob
serves five Members standing. 

Mr. TAUKE. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is 
heard. 

Mr. TAUKE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I, too, as my col
league, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DELAY], did, ask my colleagues, 
particularly on this side of the aisle, 
who label themselves conservative to 
listen carefully. 

It is great for Members of Congress 
to come to the floor and say, "I am all 
for cutting spending," but it is always 
to cut someplace else. They say, 
"Don't cut the program that I think is 
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important or that is important to my 
constituents program," This military 
construction program is one which 
many of my colleagues think is very 
important, and it is important to each 
constituent that they might have who 
benefits from the program. But I can 
assure the Members, those who think 
that this is the most important pro
gram. and the one that needs more 
money, that every other Member in 
the Chamber has some other program 
that they think is equally critical and 
that they think has already been cut 
to the marrow. They will point to the 
welfare programs and say that there 
are those who have great needs who 
are not being served. They will point 
to the environmental programs and 
say that despite the expenditures we 
have made, we are not spending 
enough to meet the needs of the envi
ronment. They will point to the farm 
programs and point out that we have 
more farm bankruptcies in the first 4 
months of this year than we did in the 
first 4 months of last year or during 
any comparable time in recent history. 
And they will say in each of those in
stances or in dozens of others that the 
need is great. And, oh, yes, they will 
also argue that if we just spend a little 
more, we will actually save in the long 
run. 

My goodness, how often have we 
heard that? It seems to apply to every 
program. If we just spend a little bit 
more for welfare now, we will help 
people and we will spend less later on. 
If we spend more for the environment 
now, we will help people and that will 
save money later on. If we spend more 
for farmers now, we will save some 
money and we will spend less later on. 
And so it goes. 

All of these causes are good causes, 
but the bottom line is that somewhere 
along the line there is a higher priori
ty, in my view, and that is the priority 
of preserving our vitality so that we 
can do things next year and the year 
after and the year after that. And 
whether we like to recognize it or not, 
we are now charging every man, 
woman, and child in this country $700 
a year just to pay the interest on the 
national debt, and if we do not do 
something to get this deficit under 
control, that amount will go up in the 
years ahead. 

That is why, when every appropria
tion bill comes to the floor, when 
every expenditure comes to the floor, 
we have to do our best to hold the 
line. This amendment is consistent 
with that. It says that, while this is a 
good cause, there is something else 
that is even more important, and that 
is that we live within our means or at 
least begin to take steps to do that. 

This is a very small step, but it is a 
very critical step, because if we cannot 
get the votes on this particular amend
ment to this bill, then everybody is 

left off the hook on similar amend- these emotional debates. This commit
ments to every other bill. tee, not to be singled out as the most 

So that is why I say to the Members, prestigious committee or the best com
those who say they are conservative mittee in the House, is being asked to 
and want to hold the line on spending, take a cut. The gentleman has asked, 
that this is the time to be conservative if we cannot hold the line here, where 
and this is the time to hold the line on can we go to hold the line? 
spending so we do not let everybody I would state to the gentleman that 
else off the hook later on. we have held the line. We have held 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the Members the line for 3 years, since 1985. We 
of this House to vote yes on this very have been at the same level in this 
modest amendment. committee for 3 years. We have not 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. been able to do the things we need to 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? do for retention and to support our 

Mr. TAUKE. I yield to the gentle- men and women in the services. 
man from California. The gentleman alluded to the fact 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. that I did vote for aid to the homeless. 
Chairman, I do not think it is hardly a I hope the good Lord, as Mr. North 
fair comparison, because although I refers to Him, makes a mark down for 
am sure all the committees have 
worked hard, I do not know of any me for that, if it helps somebody. But 
committee that has worked as hard as in this bill we are trying to do a good 

job for the men and women in our 
this one and had numbers as low as armed services. We did not even fund 
this one. We are at last year's level. some of the money for GLCM sites 
We have $221 million that gets fac-
tored in from a previous year's appro- pending what happens in the talks 
priation, which gets us up $144 million that are still going on. We did not 

fund swimming pools, we did not fund 
above last year's level. But what we auditoriums, we did not fund all the 
appropriated this year is at the previ- frills. We funded the bare necessities. 
ous year's level. 

We are $1.8 billion below the Presi- Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
dent's request. In fact, in the last 4 gentleman yield? 
years this has been the situation. Mr. HEFNER. I yield to the gentle-

Mr. TAUKE. Mr. Chairman, if I may man from Washington. 
reclaim my time, the same standard is Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want 
being applied to all bills. we have to say to the distinguished chairman 
some that are above the President's re- of the subcommittee that I think he 
quest and some that are below the has done an outstanding job on this 
President's request. What we are doing bill. What we are doing is we are being 
is taking the priorities that have been penalized by this ad hoc group for 
set by this body in the budget and having cut back the budget last year 
that have been allocated to the vari- and the year before, because under 
ous appropriation bills, and we are cut- their system of analysis, if we had just 
ting the rate of increase in half. cut $1 billion last year instead of $2 
Maybe those priorities do not reflect billion, then we could have frozen the 
the gentleman's priorities. They might budget at a higher level and spent 
not reflect my priorities; in fact, I will more money and they would not be 
confide that they do not. out here dogging us. 

Nevertheless, we have some standard We are being dogged because we 
to go by, and if we are not able to have held this bill down in previous 
follow that kind of standard, then the years. We are penalizing the service 
bottom line is that we are not going to people of this country in terms of 
have any kind of pattern for holding housing and facilities and everything 
the line on spending. else because we did not do the job last 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. year. I wish I would not have voted for 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? that bill last year because under this 

Mr. TAUKE. I yield further to the theory, if you do a good job the year 
gentleman from California. before, then you have a little increase 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Other and you are going to have Members 
committees have not held the spend- · come out here and question the job 
ing down to last year's level. This com- that this committee has done. 
mittee has. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gen-

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the tleman's yielding. 
gentleman from Iowa CMr. TAUKE] has Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, let me 
expired. say that we get a little bit tired of 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I having to dodge the stigma of being a 
move to strike the requisite number of big spender when we vote for things 
words. we believe in. On some of this, I am 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objec- not accusing Members of doing that 
tion, the gentleman from North Caro- sort of thing, but there are an awful 
lina CMr. HEFNER] is recognized for 5 lot of press releases that go out that 
minutes. say, "I voted to cut $70 million out of 

There was no objection. the appropriation bill." It makes no 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I was difference about the merits, they say, 

hoping that we would not get into "All the big spenders were there to 
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add the money to the appropriation 
bill." 

It makes no difference that you are 
under the budget. I spent 6 years on 
that Budget Committee, and for the 
last 2 years I was there we have gone 
over it in detail. We went back not to 
get billions of dollars but to get a few 
million here and a few million there to 
save UDAG and REA and Medicare 
and all these other things. If you 
brought them in here, you would not 
have enough votes in this House to cut 
them. 

D 1625 
The President sent up a budget that 

would have devastated some of these 
programs, and got 27 votes. 

We have a budget. And we will get 
our 302 allocation, and we will be 
under it. Our Members have done a 
good job, and we have come in under 
budget. Then here on the floor some
one says "that is not enough, why not 
10 percent less, or 5 percent?" Nine
tenths of 1 percent is a little bit ludi
crous, to come in and off er that kind 
of cut on this budget when we have 
had hell to pay for 3 years. 

I have visited these bases, and we are 
not wasting money. We have got ex
periments going on where the soldiers 
and the folks do things themselves, 
and the Air Force people come in on 
weekends, and they work to rebuild 
their barracks. They do the work 
themselves, and save tax money on 
contracting. So I take it as an offense 
to this committee to come in and sug
gest that the Members would cut even 
further when we have done a magnifi
cant job. 

Had we known we were going to be 
cut 1 or 2 percent, we could have easily 
added the money and accepted the 
amendment. 

We can defend every dime that is in 
this budget, and I would urge the 
Members to reject this nine-tenths of 
1 percent cut. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HEFNER. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

I want to reiterate the point of the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
HEFNER], my chairman. 

In fiscal year 1985 we were $1.9 bil
lion below the President's request. In 
fiscal year 1986, we were $2.6 billion. 
In 1987, we were $2.4 billion, and 
today, $1.8 billion below the Presi
dent's request. 

Over the last 4 years we are $8. 7 bil
lion below what the President has re
quested. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
HEFNER] has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. HEFNER 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.> 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
further? 

Mr. HEFNER. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

For the last 4 years, $41 billion has 
been requested. We have appropriated 
$33 billion, $8. 7 billion below the 
President's request. 

This committee has done the job 
and been responsible, absolutely re
sponsible. 

In fact, the Director of OMB sent a 
letter that the administration is con
cerned with the low level of funding 
recommended by the subcommittee. 
The administration urges the Commit
tee on Appropriations to fund the re
quested $9.8 billion. We are below 
that. 

I would ask a question of the au
thors of the amendment. Do the au
thors believe that our soldiers and sail
ors, our airmen and marines are over
paid? 

Do the authors of the amendment 
believe that they are overhoused, be
cause a total of 49 percent of this 
money goes for housing; 42 percent for 
family housing; and another 5 percent 
for the barracks. 

What do the authors propose that 
we do with the declining dollar in the 
construction required around this 
globe? One hundred and twenty-five 
million dollars is put in for the curren
cy fluctuations that we must face. 

That is to fund projects previously 
appropriated, but because the dollar is 
down against other international cur
rencies, we have got to deal with it. 

The committee has been most re
sponsible in how it has brought this 
bill to the floor. It has been most re
sponsible. 

There are a number of new neces
sary starts, beddown for the new tacti
cal bomber; for the light infantry divi
sions, Alaska, New York; SDI, related 
construction, ability to provide for 
medical care. 

We stretch out further the needed 
modernization to support the require
ments dictated by the changing tech
nology in new weapons systems, and 
we put in as much as we can for im
proved quality of life and for deterio
rating structures. 

With that improved quality of life, 
morale, retention, the readiness of our 
Armed Forces are all going up. 

I just cite one example for a project 
we provided the San Francisco Bay 
area of California, sailors are today 
driving 60 to 70 miles each way every 
day, just so they can go to work and 
live in a place that is affordable for 
their families. The committee provides 

$38.4 million to fund family housing in 
San Francisco. 

That is what this bill is all about, 
and trying to deal with it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Arizona [Mr. RHODES] and 
all amendments thereto be limited to 
10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair ob

serves three Members who are stand
ing. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the requi
site number of words, and I will not 
take the 5 minutes of the 10 minutes; 
but I will limit myself to 2 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. LoWERY] spoke to the cuts 
that we have made every year in mili
tary construction from the request of 
the President, something in excess of 
$8 billion over the last 3 years. 

I want to point out that that re
quirement does not go away; the back
log gets larger year after year. 

Those dilapidated buildings and bar
racks and housing; they are all still 
there, and our troops and their fami
lies are living in those facilities. 

I would recommend to the Members, 
and I would suggest that it is the re
sponsibility of each and every 
Member, whether or not you are on 
the Committee on Appropriations, or 
whether or not you are on the Com
mittee on Armed Services, just being 
Members of Congress, we have the re
sponsibility and certainly the right to 
go aboard any of these military instal
lations throughout the country, and 
see how our people in uniform live. In 
fact the Army has a program that 
allows Members to tour the United 
States base in Germany. Nearly every 
week a C-5 loaded with supplies goes 
to Germany and it doesn't cost a 
penny extra for you to ride along and 
over the course of a very busy 72 
hours learn how our young people live 
and what they do as they stand ready 
to defend us, many Members are em
barrassed and rightfully so when they 
see where our people work and live. 

Each and every year we get our allo
cation. This year, as in the last 3 years 
in total defense, there are going to be 
real cuts. We on the Subcommittee on 
Military Construction make the argu
ment to the full committee that 
Milcon is taking too large a share of 
the cuts. You are talking about quality 
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of life facilities for our troops around 
the world. 

They say, sorry about that, maybe 
next year we can take that into ac
count, and you can get at some of the 
backlog. 

Each and every year we take the cut. 
It is never the appropriate time to 
catch up and the backlog gets bigger 
and bigger, and the facilities get older 
and older. 

I do not know what incentive there 
is for the gentleman from California 
CMr. DELLUMS], or the gentleman from 
North Carolina CMr. HEFNER], or the 
gentleman from California CMr. 
LoWERY] to try to make these legiti
mate drastic cuts knowing full well 
that if we cut $1.9, $2 billion, or even 
if we cut 25 percent, there is going to 
be an amendment offered calling for 
across-the-board cuts line item by line 
item. 

No across-the-board cut is going to 
relate in rational or educated terms to 
any number of buildings or projects 
that have been designed across this 
country and around the world to serve 
our young men and women in the 
armed services. 

I would ask the Members, please 
come to our subcommittee when we 
have our hearings. I invite every 
Member of Congress, particularly 
those who off er up these kinds of 
amendments, come see the hard work 
we do, the difficult choices we make 
and the backlog that grows. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Washington 
CMr. DICKS] for 3 minutes. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
the honor of serving on both the Sub
committee on Defense and on the Sub
committee on Military Construction; 
and the gentleman from Texas CMr. 
COLEMAN] was mentioning earlier, and 
we find this to be a prevalent fact, if 
we cut back on military construction 
funds, and we do not replace facilities, 
what we wind up with is having to 
spend a lot of additional money on op
eration and maintenance, O&M, to 
paint, to fix up, to rehabilitate, so we 
are going to pay for this thing one way 
or the other. 

What off ends me is, I thought this 
so-called ad hoc group that was going 
to be the watchmen over the Commit
tee oil Appropriations was going to use 
some judgment, be a little bit discern
ing and look at how the committee has 
dealt with a bill. 

D 1635 
Now, when you have a bill that is 

being cut on the average about 20 to 
25 percent each year below what the 
President of the United States re
quests and we are dealing with a very 
important subject of military con
struction, I think these people would 

be on the floor applauding what this 
committee has done, rather than 
trying to come out for public relations 
purposes, I think, and add an addition
al little cut just so they can put out a 
press release and say we are doing 
something to reduce G-overnment 
spending. 

I think this committee has done its 
job. I am telling you that when I first 
came here, the biggest cry from the 
military was that we had a problem 
with retention, that we could not keep 
good people in the military. 

The No. 1 concern of these young 
men and women who were serving in 
the military was the quality of life, 
that they were living in substandard 
housing. 

So what I see here again is another 
one of these penny-wise and pound
foolish attempts to make a reduction 
for symbolic purposes that actually is 
going to hurt our national interests, 
hurt our national security. It is going 
to mean that somewhere out there a 
chief petty officer or somebody that 
we need, a skilled technician, is going 
to leave the military and then we are 
going to have to go out and pay addi
tional money in the defense bill to 
train new people to replace these 
people because we were not farsighted 
enough to realize that this is the bill 
that keeps them in the service. This 
the quality of life bill. 

I really regret the fact that after 
having cut about $2 billion out of the 
President's budget request that we are 
now going to try to go another step 
further for public relations purposes. 

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just like to say that I had not 
intended to speak on this bill, but I 
just want to commend the gentleman 
and I would like to associate myself 
with his remarks, because as a member 
of the Armed Services Committee I 
know what dire straits a lot of the 
people are in who are in the military. 

This is one small effort to make life 
livable for the people who wear this 
country's uniform in pride. It is the 
least we can do for them to have the 
proper construction and maintenance 
for our people, and I commend the 
gentleman for his remarks. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend the chairman and the 
ranking member for the good job they 
have done. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. PENNY]. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a good 
reason not to cut every appropriation 
bill that is brought to the floor. What 
we need to focus on, however, is the 
compelling reason to trim spending 

wherever we can. That reason is a 
huge Federal deficit which current 
projections now indicate will grow 
even larger in future years unless we 
begin to trim back spending. 

Every appropriation measure slated 
for floor consideration this year will 
carry an increased spending level. 
Some are quite modest. In the case of 
military construction, it is only about 
2 percent. In the case of education, 
health, and human services, it is some
where in the neighborhood of 9 per
cent or more. Others are 6 or 4 or 8 
percent. 

We know full well that the budget 
resolution we adopted included an 
assets sale worth $7 billion and we are 
spending that $7 billion in the appro
priations process. That spending will 
continue in future years when the 
income from the assets sale is gone; so 
we are setting ourselves up for an even 
larger deficit down the road unless we 
trim back about $7 billion piece by 
piece as appropriation measures are 
considered. One way to do that is to 
cut the rate of increase in half in each 
of the 13 appropriation bills. We have 
been consistent in offering that kind 
of amendment on every bill. 

This is only a 2-percent increase, so 
that cut is only about 1 percent across 
the board, but that is our attempt, and 
collectively these modest cuts add up 
to about $7 billion in additional sav
ings. 

We preserve the priorities estab
lished in that budget resolution in 
terms of which accounts get which al
location and we preserve the priorities 
established by these individual appro
priation subcommittees. We are just 
saying that those priorities will be 
trimmed by a modest amount in order 
to add up to a signficiant budget sav
ings of about $7 billion. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PENNY. I yield to the gentle
man from Arizona. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I have worn the uni
form of this country with pride, not 
only worn it during time of war, but in 
war. The effort that we are undertak
ing here is to ask the House of Repre
sentatives to take a step. 

We are not elected to represent the 
Department of Defense or the Depart
ment of the Interior or the Depart
ment of Agriculture, but the American 
people, the United States of America. 
We are bleeding the United States of 
America dry; if we do not begin to take 
these painful and small steps across 
the board and across the gamut of the 
U.S. G-overnment, our country is in for 
a long, cold winter. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 
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The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Arizo
na [Mr. RHODES]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 140, noes 
281, not voting 12, as follows: 

Andrews 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
B&llenger 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bates 
Bereuter 
Bllirakis 
Bosco 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO> 
Buechner 
Bunning 
Carper 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Craig 
Crane 
Crockett 
Dannemeyer 
Davis <IL> 
De Fazio 
DioGuardi 
Donnelly 
Eckart 
Fawell 
Feighan 
Fields 
Frenzel 
G&llegly 
G&llo 
Gingrich 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Gregg 
Gunderson 
H&ll <TX> 
Hamilton 
Hastert 
Henry 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Badham 
Bateman 
Bellenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bllbray 
Billey 
Boehle rt 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bonior <MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Boucher 

CRoll No. 2681 

AYES-140 
Berger 
Hopkins 
Houghton 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Johnson <CT> 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Konnyu 
LaFalce 
Latta 
Leach <IA> 
Lent 
Lewis <FL> 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lott 
Lowry<WA> 
Mack 
Mac Kay 
Markey 
Martin <IL> 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMlllan <NC> 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller<WA> 
Moody 
Nielson 
Olin 
Owens<UT> 
Oxley 
Patterson 
Penny 
Petri 
Pursell 
Ravenel 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Ritter 

NOES-281 
Boulter 
Boxer 
Brennan 
Brooks 
Brown<CA> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton 
Bustamante 
Byron 
C&llahan 
Campbell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Clarke 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Combest 
Conte 
Coughlin 

Roberts 
Robinson 
Rogers 
Roth 
Roukema 
Russo 
Schaefer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Sikorski 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter <NY> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Snowe 
Solomon 
St&llings 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Swind&ll 
T&llon 
Tauke 
Thomas<CA> 
Traficant 
Ud&ll 
Upton 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Walker 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wyden 
Wylie 

Courter 
Coyne 
Daniel 
Darden 
Daub 
Davis <MI> 
de la Garza 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dorgan<ND> 
Doman<CA> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dym&lly 
Dyson 

Early Lancaster 
Edwards <CA> Lantos 
Edwards <OK> Leath <TX> 
Emerson Lehman <CA> 
English Lehman <FL> 
Erdreich Leland 
F..spy Levin <MI> 
Evans Levine <CA> 
Fascell Lewis <CA> 
Fazio Lewis <GA> 
Fish Livingston 
Flake Lloyd 
Flippo Lowery <CA> 
Florio Lujan 
Foley Luken, Thomas 
Ford <MI> Lukens, Donald 
Ford <TN> Lungren 
Frank Madigan 
Frost Manton 
Garcia Marlenee 
Gaydos Martin <NY> 
Gejdenson Martinez 
Gekas Matsui 
Gibbons Mavroules 
Gilman Mazzoli 
Glickman McCloskey 
Gonzalez McCurdy 
Goodling McDade 
Gordon McHugh 
Grant McMillen <MD> 
Gray <IL> Mfume 
Gray CPA> Mica 
Green Mlller <CA) 
Guarini Mlller <OH> 
Hall <OH> Mineta 
Hammerschmidt Moakley 
Hansen Molinari 
Harris Mollohan 
Hatcher Montgomery 
Hawkins Moorhead 
Hayes <IL> Morella 
Hayes <LA> Morrison <CT> 
Hefley Morrison <WA> 
Hefner Mrazek 
Hertel Murphy 
Hiler Murtha 
Hochbrueckner Myers 
Holloway Nagle 
Horton Natcher 
Hoyer Neal 
Hunter Nelson 
Hutto Nichols 
Hyde Nowak 
Jenkins Oakar 
Johnson <SD> Oberstar 
Jones <NC> Obey 
Jones <TN> Ortiz 
Jontz Owens <NY> 
Kanjorski Packard 
Kasich Panetta 
Kennedy Parris 
Kennelly Pashayan 
Kil dee Pease 
Kleczka Pelosi 
Kolbe Pepper 
Kolter Perkins 
Kostmayer Pickett 
Kyl Pickle 
Lagomarsino Porter 

Price <IL> 
Price <NC> 
Qulllen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Regula 
Richardson 
Rinaldo 
Rodino 
Rose 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Sabo 
Saiki 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter <VA> 
Smith<FL> 
Smith (IA) 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith<TX> 
Solarz 
Spence 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
SundQuist 
Sweeney 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traxler 
Valentine 
Vucanovich 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weber 
Wheat 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Wllliams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 

NOT VOTING-12 
Asp in 
Boner<TN> 
Clay 
Foglietta 

Gephardt 
Howard 
Kemp 
Roe 

D 1650 

Roemer 
Rostenkowski 
Scheuer 
Schumer 

Messrs. LUJAN, PERKINS, 
HEFLEY, SMITH of Texas, 
HOLLOWAY, NEAL, and DERRICK 
changed their votes from "aye" to 
"no." 

Mr. CONYERS, Mr. TALLON, and 
Mrs. PATTERSON changed their 
votes from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I 

move that the Committee do now rise 
and report the bill back to the House 

with the recommendation that the bill 
do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

D 1705 
Accordingly the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. 
FOLEY] having assumed the chair, Mr. 
LELAND, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Commit
tee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 2906) making appropria
tions for military construction for the 
Department of Defense for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1988, and 
for other purposes, had directed him 
to report the bill back to the House 
with the recommendation that the bill 
do pass. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With
out objection, the previous question is 
ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was order to be read a third 
time and was read the third time. 
. The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the passage of the bill. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 371, noes 
48, not voting 14, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Atkins 
Badham 
Baker 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bellenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bllbray 
Bllirakis 
Billey 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bonior <MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boulter 
Boxer 
Brennan 
Brooks 
Broomfield 

CRoll No. 2691 

AYES-371 
Brown<CA> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Bustamante 
Byron 
C&llahan 
Campbell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Cheney 
Clarke 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Combest 
Conte 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crane 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daub 
Davis<MI> 
de la Garza 
De Lay 
Derrick 
De Wine 

Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Doman<CA> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
F..spy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fields 
Fish 
Flake 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foley 
Ford CMI> 
Ford<TN> 
Frank 
Frost 
G&llegly 
G&llo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 



July 14, 1987 
Gekas Lungren 
Gibbons Mack 
Gilman MacKay 
Gingrich Madigan 
Glickman Manton 
Gonzalez Markey 
Goodling Marlenee 
Gordon Martin <NY> 
Grant Martinez 
Gray <IL> Matsui 
Gray <PA> Mavroules 
Green Mazzoli 
Guarini McCandless 
Gunderson McCloskey 
Hall <OH) McCollum 
Hamilton McCurdy 
Hammerschmidt McDade 
Hansen McEwen 
Harris McGrath 
Hastert McHugh 
Hatcher McMillen <MD> 
Hawkins Meyers 
Hayes <IL> Mfume 
Hayes <LA> Mica 
Hefley Michel 
Hefner Miller <OH) 
Berger Miller <WA> 
Hertel Mine ta 
Hiler Moakley 
Hochbrueckner Molinari 
Holloway Mollohan 
Horton Montgomery 
Hoyer Moorhead 
Hubbard Morella 
Huckaby Morrison <CT> 
Hughes Morrison <WA> 
Hunter Mrazek 
Hutto Murphy 
Hyde Murtha 
Inhofe Myers 
Ireland Nagle 
Jacobs Natcher 
Jeffords Neal 
Jenkins Nelson 
Johnson <SD> Nichols 
Jones <NC> Nielson 
Jones <TN> Nowak 
Jontz Oakar 
Kanjorski Oberstar 
Kaptur Obey 
Kasich Olin 
Kennedy Ortiz 
Kennelly Owens <NY> 
Klldee Owens <UT> 
Kleczka Packard 
Kolbe Panetta 
Kolter Parris 
Konnyu Pashayan 
Kostmayer Patterson 
Kyl Pease 
La.Falce Pelosi 
Lagomarsino Pepper 
Lancaster Perkins 
Lantos Pickett 
Latta Pickle 
Leach <IA> Porter 
Leath <TX> Price <IL> 
Lehman <CA> Price <NC> 
Lehman <FL> Pursell 
Leland Quillen 
Lent Rahall 
Levin <MI> Ravenel 
Levine <CA> Ray 
Lewis <CA> Regula 
Lewis <FL> Rhodes 
Lewis <GA> Richardson 
Lipinski Ridge 
Livingston Rinaldo 
Lloyd Robinson 
Lott Rodino 
Lowery <CA> Rogers 
Lowry <WA> Rose 
Lujan Roth 
Luken, Thomas Roukema 
Lukens, Donald Rowland <CT> 

Armey 
Au Coin 
Ballenger 
Bates 
Brown<CO> 
Buechner 
Coble 
Collins 

NOES-48 
Crockett 
Davis <IL> 
De Fazio 
Dellums 
Dorgan<ND> 
Dymally 
Edwards <CA> 
Fawell 
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Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Saiki 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Slsisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter <NY> 
Slaughter <VA> 
Smith<FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith <NJ) 
Smith <TX> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Sn owe 
Solan: 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swift 
Swindall 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
ThomasCGA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Vucanovich 
Walgren 
Walker 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
YoungCAK> 
YoungCFL> 

Frenzel 
Garcia 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Gregg 
Hall <TX> 
Henry 
Houghton 

Johnson <CT> 
Kastenmeier 
Lightfoot 
Martin<IL> 
McMillan (NC) 
Miller CCA> 
Moody 
Oxley 
Penny 

Petri 
Rangel 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Schneider 
Schuette 
Sensenbrenner 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 

Smith, Robert 
<OR> 

Stenholm 
Tauke 
Upton 
Volkmer 
Weiss 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING-14 
Asp in 
Boner<TN> 
Clay 
Conyers 
Foglletta 

Gephardt 
Hopkins 
Howard 
Kemp 
Roe 

D 1720 

Roemer 
Rostenkowski 
Scheuer 
Schumer 

Mr. CHENEY and Mr. TAYLOR 
changed their votes from "no" to 
"aye." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 
to include extraneous matter, on the 
bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
McHuGH). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

WAIVING CERTAIN POINTS OF 
ORDER AGAINST CONSIDER
ATION OF H.R. 2907, TREAS
URY, POSTAL SERVICE, AND 
GENERAL GOVERNMENT AP
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 1988 
Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, by di

rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 223 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 223 
Resolved, That all points of order for fail

ure to comply with the provisions of section 
302<c> of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, as amended <Public Law 93-344, as 
amended by Public .Law 99-177> and with 
the provisions of clause 2(1)(6) of rule XI 
and clause of rule XXI are hereby waived 
against the consideration of the bill <H.R. 
2907> making appropriations for the Treas
ury Department, the United States Postal 
Service, the Executive Office of the Presi
dent, and certain Independent Agencies, for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1988, 
and for other purposes. During the consid
eration of the bill, all points of order 
against the following provisions of the bill 
for failure to comply with the provisions of 
clause 2 of rule XXI are hereby waived: be
ginning on page 5, line 11 through page 7, 
line 12; beginning on page 21, lines 11 
through 15; beginning on page 33, line 16 
through page 34, line 25; beginning on page 
46, line 24 through page 47, line 3; and be
ginning on page 72, lines 8 through 25. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
GORDON] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the customary 30 minutes, for the pur
pose of debate only, to the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. TAYLOR]. and 
pending that, I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, House 
Resolution 223 is a rule providing for 
consideration of H.R. 2907 making ap
propriations for the Treasury Depart
ment, the U.S. Postal Service, the Ex
ecutive Office of the President and 
certain independent agencies for fiscal 
year 1988. 

Since general appropriations bills 
are privileged, the rule does not pro
vide any special procedures for consid
eration of the bill. The bill will be con
sidered under the normal legislative 
process for appropriat.i.ons bills. The 
time devoted to general debate will be 
determined by unanimous consent re
quest. Additionally, the bill will be 
open to amendment under the 5-
minute rule. Any amendment which 
does not violate the rules of the House 
will be in order. 

All points against the bill for failure 
to comply with section 302<c> of the 
Congressional Budget Act are waived. 
This provision requires filing a 302(b) 
allocation before consideration of the 
bill. However, the funding level for 
this bill is well within the draft 302(b) 
allocation now being considered by the 
Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule also waives 
clause 2(1)< 6 > of rule XI, as well as 
clause 7 of rule XXI, which require 
that committee reports and printed 
hearings be available to members 3 
days prior to floor consideration. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the rule waives 
clause 2 of rule XXI which prohibits 
unauthorized appropriations and legis
lative provisions in general appropria
tions bills. The precise provisions of 
H.R. 2907 for which the waivers are 
provided are detailed in the rule by 
reference to page and line numbers in 
the appropriations bill. 

I might add, Mr. Speaker, that the 
chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee supports the waiver relat
ing to the Customs Service provisions 
of the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2907 privide ap
propriations for the Treasury Depart
ment, the Postal Service, the Execu
tive Office of the President and cer
tain independent agencies including 
the Federal Election Commission, 
General Service Administration and 
National Archives. 

All of us are concerned about the 
continued entry of illegal drugs into 
the United States and the Federal 
Government's response to this grow
ing threat. This legislation provides 
the additional tools for the U.S. Cus
toms Service to combat the drug prob-
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lem in our Nation. As the lead agency 
for drug interdiction, this legislation 
provides the Customs Service with 
new mobile x-ray systems, increases in 
the number of Customs inspectors and 
improved air surveillance capabilities. 

In addition, Mr. Speaker, this bill 
provides increased funding to 
strengthen the tax collecting and 
processing responsibilities of the In
ternal Revenue Service. This program 
will not only increase Federal reve
nues, but will also place refunds in the 
hands of taxpayers more quickly. 

Mr. Speaker, I warit to commend the 
distinguished chairman of the Sub
committee on Treasury, Postal Service 
and General Government, Mr. 
ROYBAL, and all of the subcommittee 
members for their fine work and urge 
the House membership to join me in 
adopting House Resolution 223. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 223 
is a rule waiving various points of 
order against consideration of bill 
which appropriates $15.4 billion in 
new budget authority in fiscal 1988 for 
the Treasury Department, the Execu
tive Office of the President and for 
several independent agencies. 

The rule waives points of order 
against the bill, H.R. 2907, and it also 
waives points of order against certain 
specified provisions of the bill. 

The rule is necessary in order to 
allow timely consideration of the bill, 
which is scheduled for today and to
morrow. General debate on the bill 
will be taken today, and Members 
should prepare for amendments under 
the 5-minute rule tomorrow. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule waives section 
302(c) of the Budget Act against con
sideration of H.R. 2907, because the 
Committee on Appropriations has not 
filed its subdivision of its budget allo
cations, the figures we call 302Cb) allo
cations. 

The chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations, the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] anticipates 
that the 302(b) allocations will be re
solved in the next few days. I do want 
to point out that this bill, H.R. 2907, is 
within the amounts contained in the 
conference agreement on the budget 
resolution. 

It is my understanding that Chair
man WHITTEN plans a series of meet
ings this week with the subcommittee 
chairmen in order to file the necessary 
budget allocations as soon as possible. 

These are very important items and 
are necessary in order to comply with 
the Budget Act, and the distinguished 
gentleman from Mississippi should be 
commended for his efforts. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule also waives the 
points of order that would otherwise 
lie against the bill for failure to 
comply with the 3-day layover rule. 
The printed committee report and the 
hearings have been available for the 

required time, and this waiver is neces
sary to avoid a potential problem. 

A new 3-day waiting period would be 
triggered if the committee were to file 
its 302Cb) budget allocations before 
this rule is adopted. Since there was a 
possibility that the 302Cb) budget allo
cations would be filed before this reso
lution is adopted, the waiver is includ
ed. 

The rule also waives points of order 
that would otherwise lie against speci
fied provisions of the bill for failure to 
comply with clause 2 of rule XXI. 

Clause 2 of rule XXI prohibits unau
thorized appropriations and prohibits 
legislative language on an appropria
tions bill. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2907 appropriates 
$15.4 billion in new budget authority 
for the Treasury Department, the Ex
ecutive Office of the President, the 
U.S. Postal Service, and 11 Govern
ment agencies, including the General 
Services Administration and the 
Office of Personnel Management. 

The bill is $779.9 million higher than 
the administration's budget request 
and is $1.6 billion above the amounts 
appropriated for these accounts in 
fiscal 1987. 

Most of the difference between the 
amounts in the bill and the budget re
quest is due to the committee's inclu
sion of funds for "revenue foregone" 
of the Postal Service and higher 
amounts for various law enforcement 
agencies. 

Mr. Speaker, there is one particular 
item for which I want to congratulate 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
ROYBAL], the chairman of the Treas
ury and Postal Appropriations Sub
committee, as well as the gentleman 
from New Mexico CMr. SKEEN], the 
ranking Republican member of the 
subcommittee. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill includes $556.5 
million for the U.S. Postal Service, $71 
million of which is to provide free mail 
for blind persons, and $485 million of 
which is to provide reduced rate mail 
for nonprofit organizations, such as 
veterans groups and charitable groups, 
and for small rural newspapers. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the efforts 
of the Committee on Appropriations 
in bringing this bill to the floor in a 
timely manner, and I urge adoption of 
this rule so the House can proceed to 
consider the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania CMr. 
WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the rule, largely because of the budget 
waiver that is contained in the rule, 
and I would like, if I may, to ask a 
couple of questions of the gentleman 
from Tennessee CMr. COOPER], who is 
handling the rule. 

Did the Rules Committee receive a 
letter from the Appropriations Com-

mittee asking for this 302 budget 
waiver that is in the rule? 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
man from Tennessee. 

0 1735 
Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding. 
No, it did not. As the gentleman 

from Pennsylvania well knows, the 
Committee on Rules was well within 
its authority to go forward with this 
type of waiver. 

If this body does not feel like it is 
justified, then let it work its will. 

The gentleman has already abun
dantly made the point. We all know 
the procedural matters. 

Mr. WALKER. This gentleman is 
coming and arguing the issue before 
the House, that the committee well 
may be within its rights. 

It seems to me that we are talking 
about something which is the law of 
the land. We are talking about the 
Budget Act, which is a law that was 
passed by this Congress, signed into 
law by the President. 

We are used to the Committee on 
Rules waiving our rules. We are a little 
less used to the fact that the Commit
tee on Rules comes to the floor and 
decides to waive the laws that we have 
committed ourselves to. 

I have been told in the past that the 
Committee on Rules is very reluctant 
to do that. We are finding that reluc
tance is not something that we see 
very often on the floor. 

Time after time, they come to the 
floor with these waivers, and it is 
about time we protest. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITl'EN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I heard the arguments and realize it 
might be taken as criticizing our Com
mittee on Appropriations. We have to 
wait for the 302 allocation under the 
budget, for the budget to get agreed 
upon. 

We met on the 302(b) allocation, and 
at that time we thought we would 
have it by the time this bill came up. 
In the meantime, Mr. Shultz wrote 
and asked that we add money in the 
302(b) allocation, additional money for 
foreign aid, so what has tied this up is 
a recent request by the administra
tion. 

I wanted to explain why we are de
laying. 

Mr. WALKER. I understand what 
the gentleman is telling the Members. 

I have limited time, and I want to 
make a couple of points. 

Let me say to the gentleman, these 
are all nice technicalities; and we have 
heard a lot of talk in recent days 
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about how technicalities, people, and 
so have good reasons for evading the 
law. 

That is what we are doing here. We 
are figuring out a way to weasel 
around the law, because we think we 
have good reasons. 

I am suggesting that maybe that 
ought not be the standard that we set 
for others. If we are going to hold 
others in this country accountable to 
the law, it seems to me that it is high 
time we become accountable to the 
laws we pass, too. 

It is a legitimate criticism of this 
Congress that we tell others they 
ought to obey the law; and when they 
look to us, we are not confident about 
obeying the law ourselves. 

We do not comply with those things 
that become inconvenient for us to do. 

Mr. WHITTEN. The gentleman has 
been an active participant here. I was 
Just telling the gentleman we are 
obeying the rules in that it is the 
adoption of the rule which determines 
the rules we are governed by. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman is ab
solutely wrong. We have before us a 
rule. 

It reads that all points of order for 
failure to comply with provisions of 
section 302 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 are waived. 

That means that what we are doing 
is, we are waiving the law of the land. 
A waiver of the law of the land is in 
fact an evasion of the law of the land, 
and that is the complaint that this 
gentleman is bringing before the body. 

Mr. WHITTEN. It is within the 
rules, or it would not be here. That is 
a part of the rules, too. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman 
makes my point. The Congress has set 
up rules by which what we do is find 
ways that we can get around the law, 
and then we say to other people, we 
are holding you accountable, but we 
want to get around it. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
man from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

What the gentleman from Mississip
pi CMr. WHITTEX], the chairman, has 
said, well, that is the rule, and we can 
change the rule, and the Committee 
on Rules. 

Mr. WHITTEN. What we do is pro
vided by the procedure adopted by the 
Members of this House. 

Mr. WALKER. Regular order, Mr. 
Speaker. 

I have yielded. to the gentleman 
from Misaissippi. The gentleman now 
has decided that he can take the law 
in his own hands and stand up and in
terrupt whenever the gentleman 
wants. 

Mr. Speaker, I continue to yield to 
the gentleman from Idaho. 

PARLIAMEl'fTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I have 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
McHuGH). The gentleman will state 
his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, how 
much time does the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania have left? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has the 
time, and he has 20 seconds remaining. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
yielded to the gentleman from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, the law 
when we craft it, if it does not fit this 
body, we can change it. 

Mr. WALKER. That seems to be ex
actly what we are doing here. 

Mr. CRAIG. Or we write a new law 
to cover our tails. 

Mr. WALKER. We are saying that 
this law does not apply to us, and I 
would think that what we should do is 
be a little bit more faithful to the laws 
we say should be executed. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3112 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK]. 

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

I want to congratulate the gentle
man from Idaho for discovering the 
Constitution of the United States. It is 
200 years old. It is about time. 

The gentleman has made the star
tling statement that when the elected 
legislative body of a country in full 
and public open debate decides to 
change the law, it can change the law. 
I congratulate the gentleman. 

Yes, it does say that when we have 
passed a law and subsequently we 
decide in full and open debate with 
Members being afforded a rollcall, and 
people having a full chance to watch 
it, it being reported in the media, we 
may change the law. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
seems unclear as to the distinction be
tween breaking the law in secret and 
amending it in public. That seems to 
me an important distinction. 

I am surprised others do not think it 
is equally important. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK. I yield to the gentle
man from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

The gentleman is a little mistaken. 
We are not changing the law here. We 
are just waiving it. 

The law is still on the boob. Every
body else has to adhere to the law; but 
in this circumstance, in thia case we 
are saying it will not pertain. 

I do happen to know about the Con
stitution. 

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, maybe the gentleman 
ought to go look at the Declaration of 

Independence. The gentleman only 
deepens his misunderstanding. 

I do not doubt the gentleman's ca
pacity to continue to do that. The 
point is, when we act on this budget 
proposal before the House, it is a law. 

The danger is, when people in secret, 
and I understand the sensitivity on 
that side of the aisle about breaking 
the law. We have got an administra
tion which seems to specialize in it in 
some ways. We have an Attorney Gen
eral who is the least examplar of up
holding the law that I have seen in a 
long time, and there is a great deal of 
sensitivity; but if the gentleman wants 
to def end lawbreaking, let the gentle
man not compare it to an openly 
adopted amendment in the law. 

The gentleman says we are not 
amending the law, but we are waiving 
it. 

We are waiving the rule by adopting, 
and if a majority wants to adopt it, 
amending the law, and there is abso
lutely a big difference. 

There is a big difference between a 
public debate in which people can see 
who is doing what. Some think we 
ought to vote money for medical care, 
housing, and transportation; that will 
require us in public to change the 
Budget Act, and we do that, and that 
is very different than privately or se
cretly breaking the law. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

The gentleman has a rather unique 
interpretation of the Constitution 
where the gentleman suggests that we 
amend the law by passing rules in this 
body. 

It only becomes law with the Presi
dent's signature. This will not have 
the President's signature on it. 

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania was quite 
indignant when the gentleman from 
Mississippi spoke on the gentleman's 
time before. 

Reciprocity is not one of the gentle
man's principles. We have seen that in 
the trade bill. 

We are not just waiving a rule. We 
are taking before us a bill that will 
come up. The rule is in and of itself 
not going to effectuate anything. 

The rule simply prepares the way 
for the House of Representatives and 
the other body, and the President if 
he signs it, to pass the law. 

The point is, the understandable 
effort to obfuscate the lawbre~ 
going on in the executive branch, 
nothing will change unless and until a 
majority of the House and a majority 
of the other body pasa a law. 

We are not breaking the law. We are 
invoking a rule that will waive some
thing, and only if the House pusea a 
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bill, and the other body passes a bill 
and it becomes law, will it be changed, 
so the point is, as we began, the gen
tleman has got confusion between 
breaking the law in secret, because we 
do not like it, and amending the law in 
public. 

I am not surprised at the confusion 
on that side. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speak.er, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I think every Member in this body 
well knows that this is a procedural 
matter, and that the Committee on 
Rules is certainly within its right and 
authority to make a recommendation 
of such waiver. 

This body now in open public can de
termine whether or not it thinks it is 
appropriate, and I think it is time to 
vote. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speak.er, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. LUNGREN]. 

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say that 
all three of the gentleman who spoke 
before me are correct in a sense. 

Also, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. HYDE] was very correct when the 
gentleman articulated this point of 
view yesterday in the hearings that ev
erybody seems to be so concerned 
about. 

The Congress is not breaking the 
law. We are not putting this body 
above the law. We exempt the Mem
bers from the law in many cases, 
OSHA being one, Equal Employment 
Opportunity Act being another, and 
then we waive the law when the 
budget comes around. 

We have all the sound and fury in 
this House and in the other body 
about coming up with a budget. The 
press looks at the budget. The stock 
markets look at the budget. 

The American people look at the 
budget; and as soon as we adopt a 
budget, we rush helter-skelter onto 
the floor to waive the budget each and 
every time we have an appropriations 
bill, and that is what we are talking 
about here. 

No, it is not lawbreaking. What we 
are doing is waiving the law to make 
sure it does not apply to us, because 
we have made a decision of conven
ience. We spend all of that time and 
effort dealing with the budget, and 
then the budget does not matter in 
this place. 

D 1745 
We waive it. If we are waiving it, 

why do we have a rule before us that 
says we waive section 302<c> of the 
Budget Act? Why? Because we have 
not complied with section 302(b) of 
the Budget Act. Maybe we ought not 
to have those sections. Maybe we 
ought to just throw the budget away, 

but that would be a more open ap
proach to it than what we do here. 

How do we manage to come up with 
appropriation bills time and time 
again that are in excess of the budget 
that we promised the American people 
we were going to follow? Precisely be
cause we have rule after rule which 
does not break the law. We are not so 
crass in this institution as to break the 
law. We exempt ourselves from the 
law. We waive the law. It has a sweeter 
notion to it. It sounds better. It trips 
off the lips a little bit better. We 
waived the law. We exempt ourselves 
from it, so what we are talking about 
is truth in legislating, truth in spend
ing, not what we are doing here. 

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speak.er, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LUNGREN. I am happy to yield 
to my good friend from the great 
State of Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK. Well, Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for agreeing with 
us that we are not breaking the law 
and for disagreeing with his col
leagues. 

The point I would like to make, 
though, is that I think there is a very 
real difference between in a public 
way changing the law in the legislative 
body and having individuals take it on 
themselves to do that. 

Mr. LUNGREN. Well, I agree with 
that; however, I would just point 
out-

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, does the 
gentleman want me to finish? 

Mr. LUNGREN. I only have a few 
seconds probably left. 

We are talking about a bill here that 
is $15.4 billion. That may be small in 
the State of Massachusetts or some
where else. Where I come from, that is 
a lot of money. 

I remember the great Senator from 
the State of Hawaii lambasting some
one who had testified before him be
cause he had risen above the law by 
not complying with a 48-hour rule. 
Can you imagine that? 

Here we are waiving the Budget Act 
because it only refers to a small thing 
like $15.4 billion. 

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I am dis
appointed that the gentleman at
tributes to me this comment about 
small, which I never made. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Hampshire CMr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
Chairman, there have been some com
ments made here about confusion over 
the Budget Act. There is no confusion. 
We are waiving the Budget Act and we 
are rewriting the law, if you will, and I 
believe violating the law. 

What does it mean? We are waiving 
points of order in this Budget Act, 
$15.4 billion. 

We heard a lecture, we have been 
hearing lectures from certain members 

of a certain committee for the last 4 or 
5 days lecturing to a certain individual 
about the law. Well, frankly, I am a 
little tired of hearing the lectures, 
when we ignore the law here. We 
waive the Budget Act and then we say 
confusion. There is no confusion. 

The rule that we are talking about 
here prepares the way to violate the 
budget, pure and simple. Why not be 
honest about it? Why not be honest to 
the American people. That is what we 
are doing. We are not sticking to the 
rule of law here. We are not abiding 
by it at all. We are simply refusing to 
obey the law. We are ignoring the 
budget. 

Why have a budget? What is a 
budget? What does it mean? It does 
not mean anything. 

I think it is time that we looked 
inside this Chamber and looked in the 
mirror at ourselves and take a good 
hard look at what we are doing, be
cause we are not being honest with the 
American people, that is for sure. 

So I say, Mr. Speak.er, let us vote the 
rule down. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speak.er, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New Mexico CMr. 
SKEEN], the ranking member of the 
subcommittee. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speak.er, I think we 
have had a tremendous amount of en
lightenment-well, maybe just a 
little-more in the way of entertain
ment. If we do not quit watching tele
vision programs around here where a 
lot of lawyers are involved, we are all 
going to be talking crazy and doing 
some of the things involving this rule 
of law. I have heard it referred to 
more this afternoon, and we under
stand it; but if we went strictly by the 
House rules, I am sure this body would 
have a very difficult time operating. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the rule. We 
have waived various provisions. We do 
this all the time. Maybe it is right, 
maybe it is wrong, but this body oper
ates on unanimous-consent requests in 
many instances. 

Let us get down to the business of 
debating this bill, because I know 
there is a long evening ahead of us on 
general debate. I think we have had a 
lot of entertainment with this. I do ap
preciate the contributions made by 
our legal scholars throughout this 
body. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is time to get 
to a vote. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speak.er, I have 
no further requests for time and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
move the previous question on the res
olution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
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The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 266, nays 
148, not voting 19, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Aspln 
Atkins 
Au Coln 
Bellenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevlll 
Btaggl 
Bllbray 
Boehle rt 
Bogp 
Boland 
Bonior<MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brennan 
Brooks 
Brown<CA> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Clarke 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Cooper 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Daniel 
Darden 
Davis <MI> 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan(ND) 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
F.ckart 
Edwards <CA> 
Erdrelch 
F..spy 
Evans 
Fascell 

CRoll No. 2701 

YEAS-266 
Fazio Martinez 
Feighan Matsui 
Fish Mavroules 
Flake Mazzoll 
Flippo McCloskey 
Florio McCurdy 
Foley McDade 
Ford <MI> McHugh 
Frank McMlllen <MD> 
Frost Mfume 
Garcia Mica 
Gaydos Mlller <CA> 
GeJdenson Mlller <OH> 
Gibbons Mine ta 
Gilman Moakley 
Glickman Mollohan 
Gonzalez Montgomery 
Gordon Moody 
Grant Morella 
Gray <IL> Mrv.ek 
Gray <PA> Murphy 
Green Murtha 
Guarini Myers 
Hall <TX> Nagle 
Hamilton Natcher 
Hammerschmidt Neal 
Harris Nelson 
Hatcher Nichols 
Hawkins Nowak 
Hayes <IL> Oakar 
Hayes <LA> Oberstar 
Hefner Obey 
Hertel Olin 
Hochbrueckner Ortiz 
Horton Owens <NY> 
Hoyer Owens <UT> 
Hubbard Panetta 
Hughes Pashayan 
Hutto Patterson 
Jacobs Pease 
Jeffords Pelosi 
Jenkins Penny 
Johnson <SD> Pepper 
Jones <NC> Perkins 
Jones <TN> Pickett 
Jontz Pickle 
KanJorski Price <IL> 
Kaptur Price <NC> 
Kastenmeier Pursell 
Kennedy Quillen 
Kennelly Rahall 
Klldee Rangel 
Kleczka Ravenel 
Kolter Ray 
Kostmayer Richardson 
LaFalce Rinaldo 
Lancaster Ritter 
Lantos Robinson 
Lehman <CA> Rodino 
Lehman <FL> Rose 
Leland Roukema 
Levin <MI> Rowland <GA> 
Levine <CA) Roybal 
Lewis <GA> Russo 
Lipinski Sabo 
Livingston Saiki 
Lloyd Savage 
Lowery <CA> Sawyer 
Lowry <WA> Sharp 
Luken, Thomas Sikorski 
MacKay Sisisky 
Manton Skaggs 
Markey Skeen 

Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter <NY> 
Smith<FL> 
Smith<IA> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith<NJ> 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stalllnp 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 

Archer 
Armey 
Badham 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Billralds 
Billey 
Boulter 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO> 
Buechner 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Chandler 
Cheney 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Combest 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 
Davis <IL> 
De Lay 
De Wine 
DioGuardi 
Doman<CA> 
Dreier 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
English 
Fawell 
Fields 
Frenzel 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Grandy 

Studds 
swtft 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 

NAYS-148 

Gregg 
Gunderson 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefiey 
Henry 
Berger 
Hiler 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Houghton 
Huckaby 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Johnson <CT> 
Kasich 
Kolbe 
Konnyu 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach <IA> 
Leath<TX> 
Lent 
Lewts<CA> 
Lewis <FL> 
Lightfoot 
Lott 
Lujan 
Lukens, Donald 
Lungren 
Mack 
Madigan 
Marlenee 
Martin <IL> 
Martln<NY> 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan <NC> 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller <WA> 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morrison <CT> 
Morrison <WA> 
Nielson 

Volkmer 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 

Oxley 
Packard 
Parris 
Petri 
Porter 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Roth 
Rowland <CT> 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Slaughter <VA> 
Smith<TX> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Tauke 
Thomas<CA> 
Upton 
VanderJagt 
Vucanovtch 
Walker 
Weber 
Weldon 
Whittaker 
Wylie 
YoungCFL> 

NOT VOTING-19 
Annunzto 
Bateman 
Bates 
Boner<TN> 
Clay 
Conyers 
Foglletta 

Ford CTN> 
Gephardt 
Hall COH) 
Howard 
Kemp 
Roe 
Roemer 

0 1800 

Rostenkowski 
Scheuer 
Schumer 
Wllllams 
Wortley 

Mr. KYL changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Mrs. ROUKEMA changed her vote 
from "nay" to "yea." 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GEOGRAPHY AWARENF.88 WEEK 
Mr. DYMALL Y. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the Senate joint resolution <S.J. 
Res. 88) to designate the period com
mencing November 15, 1987, and 
ending November 21, 1987, as "Geogra
phy Awareness Week," and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the 
Senate joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
McHuGH). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Califor
nia? 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, I do not 
object, but I would like the House to 
know that the minority has no objec
tion to the legislation now being con
sidered. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. PANETTA], who is the chief spon
sor of House Joint Resolution 195. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of House Joint Reso
lution 195, which would declare the 
week of November 15 to November 21, 
1987, as "Geography Awareness 
Week." This resolution, which I intro
duced in March, is another expression 
of my strong belief in the importance 
of foreign language and international 
education. I am delighted that an 
identical resolution introduced in the 
Senate by Senators BRADLEY and STAF
FORD was passed on June 9. 

To commence, I would like to thank 
my many distinguished colleagues who 
have lent their support to House Joint 
Resolution 195, and also to thank Rep
resentatives FORD, DYMALLY, and MOR
ELLA, for allowing this resolution to be 
brought up for consideration in a 
timely manner. It would indeed be 
good for this body to act on the resolu
tion soon after the Senate. In addi
tion, as least as important, the sooner 
this resolution is passed, the more 
time educational and other institu
tions around the country will have to 
prepare for Geography Awareness 
Week. At this time, I would also like to 
commend the National Geographic So
ciety and its president, Willard Gros
venor, for their strong interest in this 
resolution. For many years, as you 
know, the society has produced top
quality materials and programs that 
have significantly enhanced our Na
tion's knowledge of the rest of the 
world. The society is planning many 
actitivies in connection with Geogra
phy Awareness Week to help increase 
Americans' focus on this important 
discipline. 

As we all know, there is much evi
dence for the need to increase our at
tention to this fundamental subject. 
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In 1946, only 46 percent of college stu
dents tested in a nationwide survey at 
one top State university could name 
all of the Great Lakes. In 1984, the 
news was even worse: only 12 percent 
of students surveyed at one top State 
university could name all of the Great 
Lakes. In 1950, 84 percent of these col
lege students knew that Manila was 
the capital of the Philippines: by 1984, 
this number had shrunk to 27 percent. 
Furthermore, almost 70 percent of 
these students could not name a single 
country in Africa between the Sahara 
and South Africa. 

This news is not only shocking; it is 
frightening. We depend on a well-in
f ormed populace to maintain the 
democratic ideals which have made 
and kept this country great. When 95 
percent of some of our brightest col
lege students cannot locate Vietnam 
on a world map, even after our exten
sive involvement in that country, we 
must sound the alarm. When 63 per
cent of the Americans participating in 
a nationwide survey by the Washing
ton Post cannot name the two nations 
involved in the SALT talks, we must 
acknowledge that we are failing to suf
ficiently educate our citizens to com
pete in an increasingly interdependent 
world. 

This ignorance of geography, along 
with a comparable lack of knowledge 
of foreign languages and cultures, 
places the United States at a signifi
cant disadvantage with other nations 
economically, politically, and strategi
cally. We cannot expect to remain a 
world leader if our populace does not 
even know who the rest of the world 
is. 

In 1980, a Presidential commission 
found that U.S. companies fare poorly 
against foreign competitors partly be
cause Americans are often ignorant of 
things beyond our borders. As Gov. 
Gerald Baliles said in a Southern Gov
ernors Association report, 

Americans have not responded to a basic 
fact: the best Jobs, largest markets, and 
greatest profits belong to those who under· 
stand the country with which they are 
doing business. 

Japan's remarkable recovery since 
the end of the war has been the great
est economic success story of the cen
tury, much to the chagrin of many of 
her competitors. The success can be 
attributed to a number of factors, but 
I do not think we can underestimate 
the importance of Japan's internation
al marketing strategies, including es
pecially its strong emphasis on other 
languages and cultures. The Japanese 
have deliberately prepared their busi
nessmen and other professionals to op
erate in a global marketplace, with 
multicultural customers. They have 
learned the language, analyzed the 
needs, grasped the culture, and tried 
to understand the basic psyche of all 
potential consumers. It is estimated, 
for example, that there are 10,000 Jap-

anese businessmen who speak English 
in the United States, while less than 
1,000 Japanese-speaking American 
businessmen are in Japan. 

One of the key themes and tasks for 
this Congress is restoring America's 
competitiveness in a highly complex, 
rapidly changing world. Improving our 
knowledge of the geography, lan
guage, and culture of other lands is a 
concrete, attainable, and important 
goal in the context of international 
trade and our place in the world econ
omy. It is a substantial way to give 
content to the buzzword of competi
tiveness. 

The understanding necessary to ac
complish this, as I have said, can come 
only from knowledge of the peoples, 
cultures, resources, and languages of 
other nations. This is the sort of 
knowledge that the study of geogra
phy seeks to impart. However, the dis
cipline of geography is seriously en
dangered in this country. Departments 
of geography are being eliminated 
from many institutions of higher 
learning, and less than 10 percent of 
elementary and secondary school ge
ography teachers have even a minor in 
the subject. 

Mr. Speaker, we are a nation with 
worldwide involvements. Our global in
fluence and responsibilities demand an 
understanding of the lands, languages, 
and cultures of the world. It is for this 
reason that I strongly urge my col
leagues to support this resolution fo
cusing national attention on the inte
gral role that the knowledge of world 
geography plays in preparing our citi
zens for the future of our increasingly 
interdependent, interconnected world. 
It is my hope that this will be just one 
step in a revitalization of the study of 
geography in this country. All of our 
citizens should have access to the type 
of education that will help them ap
preciate the great beauty and diversity 
of this Nation, and its place in an even 
more diverse world. The passage of 
House Joint Resolution 195 will be an 
important step in this direction. 

Mrs. SAIKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
speak on behalf of House Joint Resolution 
195, a measure declaring the week of Novem
ber 15, 1987, through November 21, 1987, as 
"Geography Awareness Week." Over 200 
Members have cosponsored this resolution, 
thereby expressing a widespread commitment 
to focus attention on the study of geography 
in our country's schools. 

Nations throughout our world are becoming 
increasingly interdependent. Our goals for 
U.S. competitiveness in the changing global 
marketplace must include providing our stu
dents with the geography curriculum they 
need to gain the requisite knowledge of the 
world's peoples, cultures, resources, and lan
guages. Unfortunately, evidence reveals that 
students are becoming less geographically 
aware. For example: 95 percent of an incom
ing class of college students could not locate 
Vietnam on a map; 25 percent of a class of 
high school seniors did not know that Mexico 

is the country south of the United States; and 
. less than half the students tested at a national 
university could identify Texas and Alaska as 
the largest U.S. States. 

Once a staple of the American school cur
riculum, the study of geography inexplicably 
has been deemphasized. Only 14 percent of 
American secondary school students took ge
ography courses in the early 1960's. By the 
midseventies, this figure had slipped to 9 per
cent. By 1982, the decades of neglect threat
ened to become an irreversible crisis: Be
tween 20 and 30 percent of the country's ge
ography teachers had never taken a course in 
geography, and only 1 O percent of the teach
ers had majored in the field. 

To combat the growing trend of geographic 
illiteracy, we need to reestablish the impor
tance of the study of geography at all levels 
of our schools. House Joint Resolution 195 is 
a first step in the process. I urge all of my col
leagues to give this measure their wholeheart
ed support. 

Mr. MANTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of House Joint Resolution 195, which desig
nates the period commencing November 21, 
1987, as "Geography Awareness Week." I 
also want to compliment the gentleman from 
California [Mr. PANETTA] for sponsoring this 
resolution. 

I would like to call my colleagues attention 
to some sobering statistics on Americans' lack 
of geographical knowledge. Various tests 
reveal that roughly 73 percent of the college 
freshmen at a top state university could not 
identify Manila as the capital of the Philip
pines, and fewer than 25 percent of these 
same students could not locate either Vietnam 
or Nicaragua on a world map. Yet these three 
countries are in the news almost daily. Ferdi
nand Marcos, Richard Nixon, and Oliver North 
have virtually transformed them into common 
household words. 

We are facing an educational crisis. Our 
schools are producing students who are geo
graphically illiterate, unable to effectivtly com
pete with their foreign counterparts in matters 
of international business, politics, and trade. 
How can we expect America to be a major 
force in world affairs if Americans do not even 
know who populates the rest of our global vil
lage? We must remedy this sitution and focus 
our attention on a geographically aware 
public. That is why I ask my colleagues to join 
me in supporting House Joint Resolution 195, 
"Geography Awareness Week." 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to draw my colleagues' attention to 
some startling and distressing news. A recent 
survey found that one-quarter of Dallas high 
school students could not identify the country 
bordering ours to the south. Only 12 percent 
of students polled at a top State university 
could name all five of the Great Lakes, and 
less than 28 percent knew that Manila was 
the capital of the Philippines. In a world where 
Mexico, Lake Superior, and the Philippines are 
as close as a satellite hookup, this information 
is truly frightening. How can we expect future 
generations to be a major force in world af
fairs if Americans don't even know who popu
lates the rest of our global village? We must 
remedy this situation. That is why I ask you to 
join me in supporting House Joint Resolution 
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195, which designates the period commencing 
November 15, 1987, and ending November 
21, 1987, as "Geography Awareness Week." 

Simply put, geography is the study of 
people, their environments, and their re
sources. This knowledge is crucial to our un
derstanding of global interdependence. Igno
rance of geography places the United States 
at a distinct disadvantage with relation to 
other countries in matters of international 
business, politics, and trade. As a world 
leader with unparalled influence and responsi
bilities, America can not afford to be ignorant. 
Yet over 20 percent of our geography teach
ers are not accredited to teach basic geo
graphical concepts, and geography depart
ments are being eliminated from American in
stitutes of higher education at an alarming 
pace. National "Geography Awareness Week" 
will help focus attention on this endangered 
discipline and put it back on the map. 

Mr. ESPY. Mr. Speaker, I am a cosponsor 
of the resolution introduced by my friend and 
colleague, Mr. LEON PANETTA, and I am glad 
that the passage of the resolution is imminent. 
By most accounts, people understand geogra
phy as maps, mountains, and the places 
around the world without considering the 
value and necessity for accurate information 
on these elements of geography and how 
they affect our lives. 

When we think with a geographical perspec
tive, we must think in terms of distances and 
time, and of cultures that are different and di
vergent. When we appreciate the full meaning 
of geography, we gain a greater understand
ing of our world and its people. 

Mr. Speaker, on March 19, 1987, when Mr. 
PANETTA introduced this resolution he noted 
the powerful economic resurgence of the Jap
anese people and attributed much of it to their 
desire to learn and understand foreign lan
guages and cultures. Mr. PANETTA is right. Our 
world is much smaller and our interdepend
ence more pronounced than it was a genera
tion ago, and it will become more so. 

I believe our general focus must include a 
fresh new understanding of geography and its 
affects on people and cultures around the 
world. This effort must begin with our young
est citizens and renewed time and again. Ge
ography Awareness Week will be an excellent 
opportunity to highlight this focus. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, we depend on a 
well-informed populace to maintain the demo
cratic ideals which have made this country 
great. The widespread lack of geographic liter
acy among our Nation's students and citizens 
is shocking and sobering. Recent surveys 
have found that 95 percent of our best col
lege students have no idea where Vietnam is 
on a world map; 64 percent of the participants 
in a CBS/Washington Post poll could not 
name the two nations involved in the SALT 
talks, and one-quarter of Dallas high school 
students could not name the country border
ing the United States to the south. 

These frightening results do not only indi
cate that students cannot locate landmarks on 
a map, but more importantly, it shows a lack 
of knowledge and understanding of cultures 
and people beyond our borders. This illiteracy 
places the United States at a distinct disad
vantage in international and political affairs. 
How can this coming generation make any 
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sense of a world increasingly tied together by 
communications, transportation, trade, and 
international relations without the basic knowl
edge of geography that so many of them lack. 

It is for these reasons that I urge all of my 
colleagues in Congress to support House 
Joint Resolution 195, which designates No
vember 15 to 21, 1987, as "Geography 
Awareness Week." It is my hope that this res
olution will help revitalize attention to other 
lands, languages, and cultures so that our 
future leaders can competitively participate as 
informed world citizens. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate joint res

olution, as follows: 
S.J. RES. 88 

Whereas the United States of America is a 
truly unique nation with diverse landscapes, 
bountiful resources, a distinctive multieth
nic population, and a rich cultural heritage, 
all of which contributes to the status of the 
United States as a world power; 

Whereas geography is the study of people, 
their environments, and their resources; 

Whereas, historically, geography has 
aided Americans in understanding the 
wholeness of their vast nation and the great 
abundance of its natural resources; 

Whereas geography today offers perspec
tives and information in understanding our
selves, our relationship to the Earth, and 
our interdependence with other peoples of 
the world; 

Whereas 20 percent of American elemen
tary school students asked to locate the 
United States on a world map placed it in 
Brazil; 

Whereas 95 percent of American college 
freshmen tested could not locate Vietnam 
on a world map; 

Whereas 75 percent of Americans re
sponding to a nationwide survey could not 
locate El Salvador on a map, while 63 per
cent could not name the two nations in
volved in the SALT talks; 

Whereas over 20 percent of American 
teachers currently teaching geography have 
taken no classes in the subject and, there
fore, do not have the training necessary to 
effectively teach geographic concepts; 

Whereas departments of geography are 
being eliminated from American institutes 
of higher learning, thus endangering the 
discipline of geography in the United 
States; 

Whereas traditional geography has virtu
ally disappeared from the curricula of 
American schools while still being taught as 
a basic subject in other countries, including 
Great Britain, Canada, Japan, and the 
Soviet Union; 

Whereas an ignorance of geography, for
eign languages, and cultures places the 
United States at a disadvantage with other 
countries in matters of business, politics, 
and the environment; 

Whereas the United States is a nation of 
worldwide involvements and global influ
ence, the responsibilities of which demand 
an understanding of the lands, languages, 
and cultures of the world; and 

Whereas national attention must be fo
cused on the integral role that knowledge of 
world geography plays in preparing citizens 
of the United States for the future of an in-

creasingly interdependent and interconnect
ted world: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the period 
commencing November 15, 1987, and ending 
November 21, 1987, is designated as "Geogr
pahy Awareness Week", and the President 
is authorized and requested to issue a proc
lamation calling upon the people of the 
United States to observe such week with ap
propriate ceremonies and activities. 

The Senate joint resolution was or
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
Senate Joint Resolution 88, the Senate 
joint resolution just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, during 

rollcall Nos. 249, 250, 251, 252, 253, 
264, and 265, had I been present I 
would have voted "yes." 

TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE 
AND GENERAL GOVERNMENT 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1988 
Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consider
ation of the bill (H.R. 2907) making 
appropriations for the Treasury De
partment, the U.S. Postal Service, the 
Executive Office of the President, and 
certain independent agencies, for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1988, 
and for other purposes; and pending 
that motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that the general debate 
be limited to not to exceed 1 hour, the 
time to be equally divided and con
trolled by the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] and myself. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
ROYBAL]. 

The motion was agreed to. 

0 1813 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 2907. 
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The Chair designates the gentleman 

from California [Mr. BEILENSON] as 
chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole, and requests the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. GRAY] to a.Ssume 
the chair temporarily. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first 

reading of the bill was dispensed with. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. 

Under the unanimous consent agree
ment, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. ROYBAL] will be recognized for 30 
minutes and the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] will be recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California CMr. ROYBAL]. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

0 1815 
Mr. Chairman, it is a very great 

pleasure and privilege for me to 
present this bill to the House. I want 
to take this opportunity to express my 
appreciation and thanks to those who 
helped make this presentation possi
ble. We have been working on this bill 
now since last January and have held 
many hours of committee hearings. It 
has been due to the diligence and the 
effectiveness and efficiency and, may I 
say, also the dedication of committee 
members that we are here today. 

I especially appreciate the assistance 
of the gentleman from New Mexico 
[Mr. SKEEN]. He has been of invalu
able assistance to all of us in the com
mittee, participating in all of our hear
ings, being present at all times, show
ing the patience that only comes with 
knowledge, for he is a very knowledge
able individual. 

I also wish to thank other members 
of the committee, for I want each and 
everyone of them to know I greatly ap
preciate their help. 

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on 
Appropriations presents a bill for the 
consideration of the House which pro
vides $15.4 billion in recommended ap
propriations for 1988, an increase of 
$780 million over the budget, $1.6 bil
lion over 1987. This is $40 million 
under the proposed 302(b) allocation 
for discretionary budget authority and 
$49 million under the proposed budget 
ceiling for discretionary outlays. I 
would also like to point out that the 
bill is $23 million below the total pro
posed 302(b) allocation for budget au
thority and $32 million under the pro
posed total in outlays. The departmen
tal amounts are as follows: For the 
Treasury Department we have appro
priated $7.4 billion, an increase of $248 
million over the budget and $1.1 bil
lion over 1987. For the Postal Service, 
$556 million, an increase of $485 mil
lion over the budget and a reduction 
of $93 million below 1987. 

For the Executive Office of the 
President, $107.9 million, the amount 
of the budget request and $6.6 million 

over 1987. For independent agencies 
convered by this bill such as GSA, the 
Office of Personnel Management, the 
Tax Court and others, $7 .3 billion, an 
increase of $47 million over the budget 
and $593 million over 1987. 

Now I would like to review for the 
House the matter of being over the 
budget and how it happens that we 
find ourselves $295 million over the 
budget which does not include revenue 
foregone. 

I think in this review we must make 
it very clearly known that there are 61 
departments under the jurisdiction of 
this subcommittee and that the sub
committee, after long hearings, hear
ings which started in February but 
after long hearings, agreed with or re
duced the President's recommendation 
or budgetary recommendations on 51 
of those 61 agencies. In other words, 
we appropriated the exact sum recom
mended by the President in his budget 
on almost all of those agencies. But 
there was some disagreement on 10 of 
those departments. There was not 
really a disagreement; what actually 
did happen was that in the President's 
budget certain things were left out 
that we decided to include. Regardless 
of the situation, we in the committee, 
again after these extensive hearings, 
came to the conclusion that in the 
Customs Service, that we had to add 
1,998 positions that had been left out 
of the budgetary recommendation. 
And that required an increase of $104 
million. These are approximate fig
ures, the $104 million. We looked at 
that very carefully and came to the 
conclusion that we should not be re
ducing the Customs Service by almost 
2,000 inspectors, particularly in view 
of the fact that the Customs Service 
No. l, is a revenue producing agency. 
It does, in fact produce revenues in 
excess of $15 billion every year, not 
millions, but billions of dollars every 
year. And then second it is a depart
ment that actually does a great deal 
with regard to the interdiction of nar
cotics, narcotics that come into this 
country on almost a daily basis. 

To decrease that department by 
2,000 employees, people who actually 
work out in the field would only 
result, first, in the decrease of moneys 
coming into the Treasury and, second, 
which is worse than anything else in 
my opinion, that is that more narcot
ics will be slipping into this country, 
going into our schools, into our neigh
borhoods, touching the lives of almost 
every family in the United States. 

It was important, therefore, for the 
committee to carefully consider all of 
this and we came to the conclusion 
that it was important to put back the 
moneys and the personnel that were 
needed but to also add an additional 
800 in personnel at a cost of an addi
tional $56 million. 

So we added back to the Customs 
Service $160 million in total. 

Please do not forget we were $295 
million more than the President had 
recommended. We have already ex
plained then $160 million that was 
added to the Customs Service, $160 
million of the $259 million that we 
were over. 

Then we went into the other depart
ments. Please do not forget there were 
10 additions altogether. We very care
fully examined the Secret Service. We 
found out that the Secret Service had 
for a long time not only had under 
consideration but started the construc
tion of a building in Beltsville that 
needed to be completed, needed to be 
finished and therefore an additional 
$6 million was needed for that particu
lar purpose. We saw no percentage in 
not doing anything about this so we 
put in $6 million for that specific pur
pose. 

Then we examined another depart
ment which I believe to be one of the 
best departments in the Federal Gov
ernment and that is the Bureau of Al
cohol, Tobacco, and Fire Arms. This is 
an agency that is also revenue produc
ing, not quite as much as Customs, of 
course, but it is also a revenue-produc
ing organization. It is an organization 
that has been very busy lately, par
ticularly when we find that various 
clinics throughout the country have 
been bombed by terrorists. These are 
abortion clinics, clinics that perform 
abortions in different parts of the 
country have been bombed and these 
are the people that conduct the inves
tigations and do the necessary work 
to, No. l, find out who did it, but 
above all to do the preventive work 
necessary so that it will not happen 
again. 

We restored to the Alcohol, Tobacco, 
and Fire Arms the total sum of $21 
million which, incidentally, had al
ready been cut out in previous appro
priations. So we just put back then an 
additional $21 million. Then we exam
ined also another department, and I 
want to go through all 10 of them. 
The Federal Law Enforcement Train
ing Center. This is most important to 
the various law enforcement agencies 
of the Federal Government because 
they have to train somewhere and this 
is where they train. And they also 
train in antiterrorist activities. They 
also provide basic training for various 
law enforcement facilities or organiza
tions in the Federal Government and 
provide also basic training for other 
organizations outside of the United 
States. 

So what was needed for this particu
lar agency was $3 million in addition. 
But we also were very mindful of the 
fact that this organization does, in 
fact, train personnel from various 
other agencies and we know now for a 
fact that these other agencies some
times reimburse this organization for 
the training that they provide. And we 
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will have language in the bill now to 
that effect so that this then will be for 
the basic training that is provided to 
not all, but some organizations in the 
Federal Government. But that was 
only $3 million. 

Now we come to one of the big items 
and that is the Internal Revenue Serv
ice. The proposal that was made in the 
budget first of all that money was 
needed to provide more help for Inter
nal Revenue Service. But it was neces
sary to provide even more than was 
recommended. The committee came to 
the conclusion that since the Internal 
Revenue Service is actually the organi
zation that produces the funds for the 
Treasury of the United States, that we 
should be putting into this bill an ad
ditional sum of money for taxpayers' 
assistance. 

It seemed to me that in the adminis
tration's recommendations that were 
made that increases in the taxpayers' 
assistance program was almost left out 
of the recommendation. 

Well, it seems to me that the people 
of the United States, we who pay the 
bills as we go along, should get some 
assistance from the Internal Revenue 
Service. But IRS could not give the as
sistance that is required without the 
necessary personnel and without the 
necessary money. 

So we put back into that department 
an additional sum of $58 million and 
1,500 additional personnel. 

Now we have given again through 
this total amount that will finally add 
up to $295 million. 

Now in the Federal Property Re
sources Services which is responsible 
for the management of the stockpile 
for the Federal Government, we put in 
$31 million which ''as definitely re
quired and not recommended under 
the budget. 

In the General Services Administra
tion we provided $10 million for strate
gic material research and various fa
cilities, which was also requested and 
needed, which then added an addition
al $10 million to the recommendations 
made by the committee. 

Then we also dealt with smaller 
sums. We dealt with Critical Materials 
Council in which we, provided an addi
tional $172,000 in this particular in
stance. 

In the Archives, the National Ar
chives of this Nation, is an organiza
tion that is going to be growing even 
more. They need a new building. They 
are running out of space. We put into 
this appropriation an additional $6 
million for that purpose. 

In the Administrative Conference 
for the United States, we put in an ad
ditional $200,000. The committee also 
deleted funding for the advisory com
mittee on Federal Pay. 

D 1830 
Once you add all these together, you 

come to a figure of $295,168,000, which 

is the exact amount that we are over 
the President's recommendation But it 
does not include revenue forgone. 

Now, what is revenue forgone? Reve
nue forgone, as we all know, is a subsi
dy that is made available to the Postal 
Service of the United States for mail
ing privileges for nonprofit organiza
tions. In other words, a nonprofit or
ganization is like the Red Cross, the 
United Way, and other organizations. 
They can and do use the privilege and 
get reduced mailing rates as they go 
about making whatever solicitation is 
necessary. For that purpose the com
mittee appropriated an additional 
fund of almost $485 million. 

Now, this is an amount that was not 
recommended by the President at all. 
In other words, the President's budget 
left it out completely. What the Presi
dent did do, however, is to recommend 
an appropriation of $71.8 million that 
included funds to take care of mailings 
for the blind. That is quite commenda
ble, and it was well done, but it did not 
include the rest of the nonprofits, and 
we were unable in the original markup 
to include this amount because we did 
not have the proper 302(b) allocation. 
Now, as we present this bill to the 
Members today, we have a proposed 
302 allocation which brings us well 
below the required amount, both in 
302(b) allocation in budget authority 
and also in outlays. 

This is, I believe, an excellent bill. 
May I say that it took some time to 
present because we were ready some 
time back, but we did not have the 
proposed 302(b) allocation. Therefore, 
we could not present it to the House, 
and we did not. But now that we do 
have that proposed 302Cb> allocation, 
it is now a subject matter before the 
House to finally make a determina
tion. 

I realize that we are going to have a 
great deal of debate, maybe even 
amendments, before this bill is finally 
ready for a vote. But whatever the sit
uation may be, the departments under 
our jurisdiction are important depart
ments. The reason that we are above 
the President's recommendation again 
is because we have restored funds for 
two agencies of the Federal Govern
ment, revenue-producing funds that 
were left out, funds that were neces
sary so that we can bring money into 
the Treasury of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I recommend this bill 
to the Members of the House, and I 
ask for their consideration and for 
their vote. 

Mr. SKEEN, Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say some
thing that is not pro forma. We talk 
about these bills and the work that is 
done by the various members of these 
committees, and many times I think it 
becomes something of a pro forma 
matter, and it should not be that. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
ROYBAL] has been one of the most out
standing chairmen I have had the 
good fortune to work with in this Con
gress. We have many fine Members 
and many fine chairpersons, but this is 
one of the most outstanding. He keeps 
the committee going. He keeps it very 
bipartisan, and he is very fair. I want 
to tell him that I appreciate his plau
dits to me, and I return the same to 
him, because he has made it a real 
pleasure to work with him. Of course, 
the fact that he is a native-born New 
Mexican who traveled out to Califor
nia does not hurt anything at all. We 
are still holding down the fort out 
there, and I say to the gentleman, 
"Anytime you want to come back to 
New Mexico, Ed, you are certainly wel
come." 

I also want to extend my comments 
and plaudits to members of the com
mittee who worked very hard. They 
know who they are. They made great 
contributions. Along with them, I 
want to commend the staff, both mi
nority and majority staff, because I 
think they do excellent work. 

We have a very unusual committee. 
There are some 64 agencies that we 
deal with. We hold large numbers of 
hearings, and I think that we do an 
excellent job given the diversity of 
context that we have to cover, the di
versity of subject matter that we have 
to cover in dealing with all these agen
cies. 

Now we have a good bill here, and I 
am going to recommend its passage. I 
have a lot of problems with it because 
it does involve a great deal of money, 
more than we would like to see, but 
there is one responsibility we have on 
this committee, and when you take on 
the job of working with these commit
tees, you have to take on the responsi
bility. Even though we would like to 
cut out all government spending, we 
know that there has to be spending 
done and it should be done in the 
right manner. I think this committee 
handles it in exactly that way. 

But the most responsible position 
you have is that you have got to let 
these agencies work. If we do not 
spend the money, they do not do the 
work that the voters and the taxpay
ers of this country expect to be done 
by the agencies and the bureaus that 
make this Federal Government work. 
That is the bottom line. 

I know that the driving force and 
the fire underlying all of the work in 
this Congress is to reduce deficits. Yes, 
we want to reduce deficits, but we still 
have got to make this system work. I 
think our committee is exemplary in 
this regard, because that is foremost 
in our mind, that is, to keep the ex
penses down and to remember that we 
have got to make it work. 

There are three big items, of course, 
that always turn up in this committee, 
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and one is the IRS, the Internal Reve
nue Service. Let me say right here 
that we must keep funding the IRS. 
There is a point of diminishing re
turns, I know, so I do not want to hear 
the old gag that if we just pour 
enough money in the IRS, we will get 
ourselves out of debt. In this case 
there is some truth in that because in
creased funding for IRS is absolutely 
essential because in this case, in this 
year alone, we are going to leave $150 
billion uncollected if we do not in
crease the expenditure for the Inter
nal Revenue Service. That means 
more auditors and more data process
ing. I think that is a consideration 
that we have made and given credence 
to and provided for in the expendi
tures that we have allowed in the in
crease in the budget that we have al
lowed for IRS. 

Another one is Customs, and I think 
the chairman of the subcommittee 
covered that topic very well. 

Revenue forgone is one of the most 
troublesome of the items we consider 
in this committee because it is a subsi-. 
dy to the Postal Service for mailings, 
nonprofit mailings. Not very many 
people understand it, and I did not un
derstand what it was all about until I 
got on this committee and began to 
appreciate the tussle we have to go 
through each time to find the funds. 
But let me point out something to the 
Members: That we have decreased the 
overall spending for revenue forgone 
since I have been on this committee. It 
has gone down by a substantial 
amount, because at one time we were 
spending $879 million, almost $1 bil
lion, on revenue forgone. This year we 
are talking about something in the 
neighborhood of over $500 million. Of 
course, I know there were some exten
uations involved in part of that budget 
process some 2 years ago. We had to 
pick up $200 million, and that was an 
adjustment that had to be made. 

Along with that, we have the Bureau 
of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, and 
I think the chairman of the subcom
mittee covered that. 

The Secret Service is going through 
the election process. It is necessarily 
going to have an extension of expenses 
to cover their activities during this 
period of time. 

I think that this budget or this ap
propriation was well done and has 
been well handled. We are going to 
invite a lot of scrutiny from those who 
want to deal with the deficit. I think 
that is healthy, and it is good. I hope 
that some suggestions that come out 
of those folks who want to cut these 
expenses are good ones, and I hope 
they are considered. We are going to 
give them every consideration possible. 
I am sure we will have some amend
ments in that regard. I do not dissuade 
them or shirk our responsibility on 
those, but I would have to say that 
across-the-broad cuts in this particular 

committee are very difficult to justify 
because so many of these bureaus and 
agencies have already been rendered 
out, and to get an across-the-board cut 
works a very tremendous hardship on 
some of these smaller agencies. If we 
are going to do that, let us take a look 
at the big ones. We have outlined 
them, and we know where they are. 

We know that suggestions are going 
to be made. I see the "auditor" is back 
there. I am glad he is here. He is good 
to work with. He is a great Member of 
Congress. That is the gentleman from 
Texas CMr. STENHoLM], and he is dedi
cated. We are all dedicated to getting a 
good bill. I hope we are able to come 
up with a bill that covers the job that 
I have to do, and that is, as I said, that 
we have a responsibility to make it 
work. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I recommend the 
bill to the Members. I look forward to 
the debate and the amendment proc
ess with some vigor. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DAUB. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the revenue forgone 
provisions contained in the bill being 
presented to the committee this 
evening. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of the 
revenue forgone subsidy which provides a re
imbursement to the Postal Service for reve
nues lost from free delivery of mail to the 
blind and for subsidized rates for preferred
rate mailers. I am pleased that the Appropria
tions Committee includes $517 million for this 
function in this bill (H.R. 2907). 

The $517 million is the bottom line funding 
needed to maintain current postal rates for 
nonprofit organizations and to avoid eliminat
ing the free mailing privileges for the blind. 
Raising these postal rates would have an on
erous effect on the blind and on nonprofit or
ganizations. Many of these organizations pro
vide services which we, in our attempts to 
reduce Government spending, are asking the 
private sector to supply. 

Another important function of revenue for
gone is the subsidy for rural newspapers. 
Many of these papers have had to increase 
their postal budgets to a level that may put 
them out of business if they are increased any 
further. In our democracy, it is absolutely es
sential that those in rural areas are allowed 
the opportunity to have optimum access to in
formation, and we thus must maintain the via
bility of rural print mediums. 

Now is not the time to further burden these 
rural news operations and nonprofit organiza
tions. They have already suffered much diffi
culty with regard to postal rates and many 
cannot deal with further postal rate hikes. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of H.R. 2907, the fiscal year 
1988 Treasury, Postal Service, and general 
Government appropriation bill. I want to com
mend my chairman, the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. ROYBAL], and our ranking member 
and my neighbor, the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. SKEEN], for the leadership they 
have provided in crafting this bill. I also want 

to commend the staff of the committee for a 
job well done. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill provides 
$15,385, 729,000 in new budget authority for 
the Department of the Treasury, the U.S. 
Postal Service, the Executive Office of the 
President, the General Services Administra
tion, the Office of Personnel Management, 
and related agencies. The amount is $1.577 
billion over the fiscal year 1987 level and 
$779 million over the administration's request. 
The bill is within the allocations provided for 
by the congressional budget resolution. Al
though I am sure many of you will argue with 
those figures and may seek cuts, I would ask 
that you first consider what is funded in this 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill provides the neces
sary funding for some very crucial operations 
of Government. The programs contained in 
this bill are not as exciting as those contained 
in some of the other appropriations bills, but 
they are at least as important, if not more. It is 
really a question of which came first, the 
chicken or the egg? Well, you cannot get one 
without the other, and in the case of Govern
ment, you cannot get the other programs with
out the functions of the agencies contained in 
this bill. 

This bill provides funding for the Internal 
Revenue Service, the Customs Service, and 
the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms 
which this Congress assumes will raise virtual
ly all of the $933 billion in fiscal year 1988 in 
to pay for 90 percent of Government. The 
committee approved the President's request 
for the IRS and then added $58 million based 
upon the assumptions made in the budget 
resolution that increased collection would 
result in lower deficits. The committee provid
ed $160 million more than the President re
quested for the Customs Service, rather than 
cut the 2,000 personnel proposed in his 
budget. Had we acquiesced to the President 
on this matter, not only would we have lost 
revenues from tariffs and duties, but we also 
would have reversed the position taken by the 
99th Congress to fight the war on drugs. In
stead, the committee, under the wise leader
ship of the chairman, added 800 new posi
tions on top of the current level. Furthermore, 
we included a legislative floor to ensure that 
the Customs Service will hire and maintain 
those positions. And, the committee provided 
an additional $21 million to the Bureau of Al
cohol, Tobacco, and Firearms to ensure effi
cient collection of revenues from sales of 
these products, as well as the enforcement of 
our weapons and explosives laws, and alcohol 
and tobacco regulations. 

Now, given that we have tried to provide the 
necessary funding to collect nearly all of 90 
percent of revenues assumed by the fiscal 
year 1988 congressional budget resolution, 
Congress assumes that the other 1 O percent 
will be raised through the issuance of debt ob
ligations in the credit markets so that we may 
meet our commitments to defense, interna
tional security, education, health, and the 
public well-being. This bill provides for the 
funds necessary to operate the Treasury 
which is responsible for printing and minting 
our currency and issuing bills, notes, and 
bonds to finance the day to day operations of 
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the Federal Government. While not as a glam
orous as the Court of St. James or as exciting 
as SAC Headquarters in Omaha, this bill pro
vides the necessary funding for the operations 
of the Financial Management Service, the 
Mint, the Bureau of Engraving and Printing, 
the Bureau of Public Debt, and the U.S. Sav
ings Bonds Division. These are the financial 
agents of the U.S. Government, under the 
leadership of the Secretary of the Treasury. 
And, before anyone starts to demagogue 
about the Bureau of the Public Debt, try to re
member first how the Government finances its 
operations. We do not simply raise revenues 
from taxes and pay our bills. Instead, we have 
complex mechanism of issuing bills, notes, 
and bonds in anticipation of revenues in order 
to ensure a smooth operation of Government. 
Revenues are then used to retire these obli
gations. These financial instruments are the 
cornerstone of the world's financial markets. 
To take the knife lo these agencies ignoring 
such factors would be ill-advised. 

This bill contains the funding for the Secret 
Service and the Federal Law Enforcement 
Training Center. These are important functions 
of Government-to protect important Federal 
and foreign officials, combat currency counter
feiting, and train Federal law enforcement offi
cers. A nation cannot conduct its affairs if it 
cannot ensure the safety of its top officials, 
official foreign guests and diplomats, and the 
protection of its entities. 

This bill also contains the funding for the 
General Services Administration and the 
Office of Personnel Management. In order 
that we might determine whether to lease 
public lands for oil exploration, protect the 
Caribou in Alaska, or develop the strategic de
fense initiative, we need manpower and a 
physical plant. You simply cannot run a suc
cessful organization if you do not provide the 
necessary capital investment. In the case of 
Government, that is investment in human cap
ital potential and the physical plant. For all of 
those who say we can cut Government ex
penditures, and thus the deficit through in
creased productivity and efficiency must real
ize that cutting back the workspace and man
agement of our employees, the Federal work 
force, who by the way are American citizens 
too, will result in less, no more, productivity 
and efficiency. 

This bill also contains the funding for the 
Executive Office of the President. That means 
everything from the President's salary and 
residence to the National Security Council to 
OMB to the Council of Economic Advisers. 
The committee provided the full amount re
quested by the President, and an additional 
$172,000 to the National Critical Materials 
Council for additional positions for Research 
and Development as mandated by law. I do 
not believe I need to explain to the members 
the importance of the Executive Office of the 
President, and I believe the committee has 
acted fairly in providing the request. 

Finally, the bill provides $556 million for the 
payment of the Federal liability stemming from 
the old Post Office Department and for the 
revenue forgone subsidy. The administration 
had requested only $72 million to provide for 
the liability and free mail for the blind. The 
committee acquiesced to the will of the Con
gress as assumed by the congressional 

budget resolution which provided for the main
tenance of current rates for free and reduced 
rate mailers. This program provides for free 
and reduced rate mail for the blind, nonprofit 
organizations, schools, and libraries, and in
county rural newspapers. It is something that 
the Congress has said it believes is necessary 
and therefore the committee has provided 
funding. 

The committee has crafted a fair bill which 
is under our budget allocation and provides 
for the smooth operation of Government. 
Make no mistake about it, without the oper
ations funded by this bill, there would be no 
national defense, there would be no Health 
and Human Services, there would be no State 
Department. Before you take out the budget 
cutting knives, look at the functions this bill 
provides. If you want to cut the deficit, don't 
vote to cut the IRS, the BATF, or the Customs 
Service. If you want to ensure the efficient op
eration of Government, don't cut the Financial 
Management Service, or the GSA, or OPM. If 
you think terrorism in America is a threat, 
don't cut funding for the Secret Service or the 
Federal Law Enforcement Training Center. If 
you think drug abuse in America is a real 
problem and supported passage of the omni
bus drug control bill last year, don't vote to 
cut the Customs Service. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Hawaii CMr . .AKAKA]. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Treasury-Postal Service 
appropriations bill for fiscal year 1988 
and ask unanimous consent to revise 
and extend my remarks. 

First, let me take the opportunity to 
commend all my colleagues on the 
Treasury Subcommittee for their hard 
work. In particular, I want to thank 
our fine chairman, ED ROYBAL, and our 
ranking member, JoE SKEEN, for their 
leadership throughout our subcommit
tee's deliberations. It is through their 
efforts, as well as the efforts of our 
subcommittee staff, Tex Gunnels and 
Bill Smith, that we are able to bring to 
the floor of the House a fair and re
sponsible bill that deserves every 
Members' support. 

I know that much of the rhetoric 
during today's debate will attempt to 
characterize this bill as a "budget 
buster." Members will stand in the 
well of the House and tell you that our 
subcommittee's bill has an ll 1/2 per
cent increase over last year's appro
priation. Well, I am prepared to 
def end our bill and demonstrate that 
it is not the big, bad, budget buster it 
is made out to be. 

Our bill funds the operations of the 
two greatest revenue-producing agen
cies in the Federal Government-The 
Internal Revenue Service and U.S. 
Customs Service. I caution every 
Member against tampering with the 
budget for these two agencies. If IRS 
and the Customs Service are not given 
sufficient funds to carry out their re
sponsibilities-if we cut the appropria
tions provided in this bill-then it will 

seriously impair the collection of reve
nue owed to the Federal Government. 

I can assure you that if these agen
cies are not given the funds necessary 
to do their job, then revenues will 
suffer and the deficit will rise. Like it 
or not, it is a fact of life that the Fed
eral Government has to spend money 
to collect taxes and Customs revenues. 
And I can assure you that many dol
lars will be lost for every dollar that is 
cut. 

Yes; our bill contains a sizable in
crease for the IRS compared to last 
year. We recommend an appropriation 
of $5.1 billion for the coming fiscal 
year. This appropriations will enable 
the IRS to collect $840 billion in tax 
revenues, including $49 billion result
ing from enforcement actions taken by 
the IRS. All but $58 million of the $5.1 
billion contained in our bill was re
quested by the President. 

In fact, the appropriation we have 
recommended is insufficient to do the 
job. It will only allow the IRS to 
achieve an 80-percent compliance 
level. This means that $100 billion in 
taxes owed to the Government will not 
be collected. If you cut this budget, it 
is inevitable that tax compliance will 
drop and more revenue will be lost. 

The Customs Service is another 
leader in the field of revenue collec
tion. In the coming fiscal year, the 
Customs Service will collect $15.3 bil
lion. To accomplish this, our commit
tee has recommended an appropria
tion of $830 million. 

Any Member of this House who is se
rious about doing something to ad
dress our Nation's drug problem 
should support this appropriation. 
Here is where we get the chance to put 
our money where our mouth is. You 
cannot be in favor of fighting a war on 
drugs at the same time that you vote 
against the appropriations necessary 
to wage this battle. It takes dollars 
and not rhetoric to keep drugs off the 
streets and out of our schools. 

I want to remind my colleagues in 
the House that earlier this summer 
the Customs Service was designated as 
the "lead agency" within the Federal 
Government to prevent drugs from en
tering our borders. This bill provides 
the additional funds necessary to 
carry out this enhanced responsibility. 

It is a tragic fact that illicit drugs 
are destroying the youth of our 
Nation. The illegal drug trade is an in
sidious plague that infects our society 
and causes pain and anguish in every 
city and town throughout America. 

Only if we are prepared to provide 
the Customs Service with the man
power and resources they need can we 
stop drugs at our borders. Drug run
ners do not fire popguns and do not 
ride bicycles. They carry Uzis and 
other advanced weapons. They move 
their illicit cargo in high powered ciga
rette boats and advanced jet aircraft 
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which have the most sophisticated 
radar systems money can buy. Unless 
we provide the Customs Service with 
the funds necessary to compete with 
their opponents on an equal footing, 
we should not expect them to succeed. 

While drugs may be the most impor
tant responsibility for the Customs 
Service, we should not lose sight of 
the fact that the Customs Service en
forces over 400 laws and regulations. 
Some of these laws are very important 
to our basic industries. Time and time 
again Members have written our sub
committee and testified at our hear
ings that the Customs Service must be 
given adequate resources to fight ille
gal imports. I know how important 
this responsibility is to the textile and 
steel industries. Industry representa
tives and veteran Customs personnel 
agree that $35 billion to $40 billion in 
goods enter this country each year 
which should be subject to duty but 
somehow escape the collection process. 

Finally, I would be remiss if I did not 
recognize the special needs of the 
Secret Service that are provided for in 
our bill. We are 17 months away from 
the next Presidential election. The 
Secret Service faces a challenge for 
the 1988 election which will exceed all 
past experience. The campaign has 
begun much earlier, it will be more rig
orous, and it will be carried out under 
circumstances which are far less 
secure than in previous years. 

Unless Congress provides the funds 
necessary to allow the Secret Service 
to carry out its protective responsibil
ity we could have a disaster on our 
hands. Agents must be trained, equip
ment must be purchased, and intelli
gence must be gathered so that the 
Secret Service is able to do an eff ec
tive job. I dread the thought of any 
cuts in the Secret Service's budget in 
the face of their election-year respon
sibility. 

I urge support for the bill. 

0 1845 
Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to make the 
body aware of an amendment that will 
be offered by the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. WOLF], an amendment that 
I think shows true creativity and re
sponsibility in how we actually get at 
the waste in the Federal Government, 
how we can actually make meaningful 
savings, savings that can be used else
where, or savings that can be turned 
back to the taxpayer. 

I call the attention of the Members 
to the ad hoc committee that is pro
posing across-the-board cuts. · This, as 
well as many of their ideas, is probably 
the most important amendment that 
will be offered, I think, in a long time. 

The amendment says and recognizes 
that at the end of a fiscal year, agen
cies go on spending binges, so that 
they can make sure that when they 
come back to the Committee on Ap
propriations the next year, that their 
budgets will have been spent, there
fore, giving them backup for more 
spending. 

The amendment by the gentleman 
from Virgnia [Mr. WoLFl attacks that 
spending burnout, as they call it. 

What it does is, it says that if you 
have savings at the end of a fiscal 
year, the agency can take the 50 per
cent of that savings, and hopefully put 
it back in bonuses and come up with 
ideas to save money, rewarding crea
tivity, and the other 50 percent will go 
back into the general fund. 

This is an incredible amendment, 
one probably better than the Grace 
Commission recommendations. It has 
been estimated in the first year alone 
that over $700 million can be saved 
with this program alone, and I hope 
that Members will look at this amend
ment, will support it, will talk about it, 
and that the House will send this bill 
to conference knowing that we will 
make savings in waste and fraud in 
this Government. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time. 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Virgin
ia [Mr. WOLF]. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I will be very brief, 
and hopefully not use my entire 5 min
utes. 

I rise in support of the bill. I think 
other Members have made the case 
with regard to revenue-producing 
agencies, IRS and Customs and others. 

Let me say one caveat to that. I 
must express concern over the fact 
that we are over the budget, and it 
troubles me. It troubles me very, very 
deeply. 

Many will say perhaps across the 
Nation and in this country, we are 
living beyond our means, and how we 
deal with that is something we have to 
look at. 

Overall, the gentleman from Calif or
nia [Mr. ROYBAL], the chairman, 
should be commended for the work 
that the gentleman has done; and the 
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
SKEEN] should be commended for the 
work that the gentleman has done. 

While commending both of the gen
tleman, I commend the staff, Tex 
Gunnels, who has done an outstanding 
job, and who has probably forgotten 
more about many of these issues than 
many of the Members will learn over 
the years, and Bill Smith, who is in 
the same mode, and on the Republican 
side, John Barela, who works for the 
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
SKEEN] and Tim Shea, who works for 

the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. CONTE], and lastly, Sara Boney, 
who has done the staff work for this 
Member. 

I want to commend all of these 
people for the days, the hours, and in 
some respects the years of dedicated 
work that they have put in to craft 
legislation which all of us in this 
Nation, those of us who deal with the 
IRS, or if we do not, we should be 
dealing with them, and Customs with 
regard to keeping drugs out of our 
country, and many other of the agen
cies. 

The last issue I wanted to mention is 
the amendment that I will off er to
morrow on the "shared savings" con
cept. 

It is a concept which the Office of 
Management and Budget has said 
could save potentially up to $720 mil
lion. 

The purpose of the amendment is 
twofold. One is to obviously save 
money; and this is, as the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. DELAY] said, in many 
Federal agencies at the end of the 
year, there is the concept or the feel
ing of use or lose. 

When I was a Federal employee for 
5 years at the Department of the Inte
rior, I can still remember people 
coming up at the last month saying, 
"We have all this money to spend. Do 
you need new draperies, new carpet, 
chairs, trips, or whatever?" 

This way they will put an incentive 
in whereby they will save the money 
and do not have to turn it back, but 50 
percent will go for deficit reduction, 
and 50 percent for productivity pro
grams and also bonuses for Federal 

· employees, hard-working Federal em
ployees who deserve these bonuses. 

Frankly, all the Federal employees 
deserve to be treated well by this Con
gress. Equally important, though, it 
would also increase productivity in the 
Government. It would help bring 
about creative ideas whereby Federal 
employees who come in with ideas 
that could make the Federal Govern
ment work in a better way to find out 
ways whereby they could carry out 
their agency's mission more effective
ly, and the key word is "effective" 
without altering the quality of services 
to the American people. 

I think we are making it more effec
tive, saving money by doing it in a way 
that does not have any negative 
impact on the service to the American 
people but as a positive effect. 

Again I wish to commend the gentle
man from California [Mr. ROYBAL], 
the chairman, and the gentleman from 
New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN], the ranking 
member, and the staff and all the 
members of the committee for their 
work. 
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SUPPORT "SHARED SAVINGS" AMENDMENT TO 

TREASURY APPROPRIATIONS BILL 

Put Congess clearly on record in support of 
deficit reductions through innovative productiv
ity improvements. 

Provide incentives to eliminate the year end 
"use or lose" spending policies prevalent in 
many agencies. 

WHAT IS "SHARED SAVINGS"? 

A gain-sharing plan designed to promote 
productivity improvements in the Federal Gov
ernment to achieve budget savings to reduce 
the Federal deficit, reward groups of employ
ees with meaningful bonuses and fund addi
tional productivity improvements. 

A voluntary program involving productivity 
improvements only. It does not involve 
changes in agency functions or staffing 
changes. 

A savings program designed for employees 
to find ways to carry out their agency missions 
more effectively, without altering quality of 
services to the American public. 

HOW DOES "SHARED SAVINGS" WORK? 

If productivity improvements result in $1 mil
lion in savings, $500,000 will go to the Treas
ury and the other $500,000 will remain with 
the agency for funding employee bonuses and 
additional productivity enhancement meas
ures. 

Congress can maintain oversight and stop 
the program at any time. 

Program is authorized by 5 U.S.C. chapters 
45 and 54 and by the fiscal year 1986 DOD 
appropriations act, Public Law 99-190. 

Program is supported by the administration 
and by the General Accounting Office. 

WHAT ARE "SHARED SAVINGS" BENEFITS? 

Improve productivity and quality of service 
to American public by finding ways to provide 
those services more effectively and efficiently 
while maintaining current programs and stand
ards of timely operation. 

Produce budget savings-OMS has estimat
ed the 108 programs identified to participate 
the first year could produce savings of up to 
$720 million. Existing productivity programs in 
only 38 programs has produced savings of 
$122 million. 

Improve moral by "sharing savings" with 
employees. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of H.R. 2907, the Treasury-Postal appropria
tions bill for fiscal year 1988. 

At the outset, I want to commend the chair
man of the subcommittee, ED ROYBAL and the 
ranking member, JOE SKEEN, for their leader
ship and for their courage to make some 
tough decisions. As the unforgiving noose of 
Gramm-Rudman strangles already weakened 
programs, Chairman ROYBAL and JOE SKEEN 
have been willing to stand up and take the 
heat when cuts were forced on this subcom
mittee. In this general debate and during the 
amendment process, I hope the Members 
listen carefully and appreciate the rationale 
behind the committee's recommendation. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee has presented 
the House with a responsible bill. It's within 
the budget allocation for both outlays and 
budget authority. However, for some very 
good reasons, the committee has recom
mended spending $842 million more than the 
amount appropriated last year for discretion
ary programs. 

Over the past several weeks, the so-called 
shadow group has raised a very legitimate 
question during the consideration of appro
priations bills. They've asked the committee 
and the House: If our goal is deficit reduction, 
how can we keep on spending more than last 
year? Well, I've always felt that each case 
should be considered on its merits, and the 
Treasury bill as presented here today can be 
justified on it's merits. 

In general terms, there are two reasons why 
this bill provides more spending this year than 
the amounts appropriated in fiscal year 1987. 

First, the President presented the Congress 
with unrealistic budget cuts. In the middle of 
our war on drugs, the budget proposed a 
$130 million cut for the Customs Service. The 
budget proposed the elimination of the reve
nue forgone program, the subsidy for nonprofit 
groups and rural newspapers. I haven't 
spoken to anyone in this House who agrees 
with this reduction. And the President pro
posed no funds for the operation of our na
tional defense stockpile. He proposed to use 
money from the transaction fund, a move pro
hibited by existing law. 

A second reason for the increase is a direct 
result of the President's budget. About 90 per
cent of the increase in this bill can be attrib
uted to increases requested by the President. 
The President's budget proposed an 11-per
cent increase for the Financial Management 
Service; a 8.3-percent increase for the Mint; a 
9-percent increase for the Secret Service; a 
21-percent increase for the Bureau of the 
Public Debt, and a 14-percent increase for the 
IRS. That increase alone amounts to $627 
million. 

Mr. Chairman, it's clear that the committee 
was faced with unpleasant choices. Unrealistic 
budget cuts and increases requested by the 
President forced this bill over the fiscal year 
1987 level. I urge the Members to consider 
the reasons why spending was increased, and 
if anyone has a better plan, please come 
down to the floor and justify it. The subcom
mittee hashed this bill out for days, and there 
are not very many acceptable alternatives. 

Finally, I will include for the RECORD the ad
ministration's position on this bill. Needless to 
say, OMB is not enthusiastic about these rec
ommendations. Director Miller has written to 
me and promised that he "would have to rec
ommend veto of the bill in its present form." 

Despite these objections, I urge my col
leagues to support the committee bill. 

[Statement of Administration Policy, July 
14, 1987] 

H.R. 2907-TREASURY /POSTAL SERVICE AND 
GENERAL GOVERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS 
BILL, FISCAL YEAR 1988 
<Sponsors: Whitten, Mississippi, Roybal, 

California.> 
The bill is unacceptable to the Adminis

tration as reported by the Appropriations 
Committee because it contains excessive 
funding and many objectionable language 
provisions. The President's senior advisers 
would have to recommend veto of the bill in 
its present form. 

For discretionary programs, the Appro
priations Committee has increased budget 
authority by $780 million over the Presi
dent's request of $8.1 billion and reduced ob
ligation limitations by $21 million from the 
President's request of $3. billion, for a net 
increase of approximately three-quarters of 

a billion dollars. As previously stated, in 
considering the acceptability of congression
al action on appropriations bills, the Admin
istration will use as its benchmark the budg
etary resources <i.e., budget authority, obli
gation limitations, and loan limitations> re
quested by the President for discretionary 
programs. Therefore, the bill is unaccept
able on this basis alone. 

Of particular concern among the increases 
in budget authority, the Administration 
strongly opposes: 

The Postal Service increase of $485 mil
lion in the revenue forgone appropriation, 
which continues subsidies for preferred 
mailers at the expense of the taxpayer; 

The increase of $160 million for the Cus
toms Service, salaries and expenses and the 
establishment of an FTE floor of 15,897; 
and 

The $21 million (405 FTE> increase for the 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms. 

The Administration also objects to several 
language provisions included in the bill. 

Section 615 prohibits the Customs Service 
from consolidating regions and districts 
throughout the country. This provision 
unduly contains executive branch authority 
in establishing proper agency management. 

Exempting the Veterans' Administration 
medical care from Section 607 requirements, 
which prohibits using for other purposes 
funds appropriated for agency contributions 
to Federal Civil Service retirement plans, is 
very objectionable. Since this activity is the 
single largest civilian agency employer, with 
18 percent of civilian agency employment, 
creating this exemption weakens greatly the 
fiscal restraint intended by Section 607. 

Section 606 prohibits the payment of 
funds "to any person for the filling of any 
position for which he or she has been nomi
nated after the Senate has voted not to ap
prove the nomination of said person." This 
provision raises substantial constitutional 
concerns as an infringement on the Presi
dent's appointment authority. 

Section 612, which states "None of the 
funds made available pursuant to the provi
sions of this Act shall be used to implement, 
administer, or enforce any regulation which 
has been disapproved pursuant to a resolu
tion of disapproval duly adopted in accord
ance with the applicable law of the United 
States" is unconstitutional under Chadha as 
well. 

General and Administrative provisions in 
violation of Chadha. There are a number of 
such provisions, as listed in the enclosure. 

The enclosure discusses these and other 
funding and language provisions that are 
objectionable to the Administration. 

The Administration urges the House to 
pass a bill that is free of unnecessary spend
ing increases and objectionable language 
provisions, one that the President's senior 
advisers could recommend that he sign. 

Finally, the Administration would support 
amendments to help implement the Admin
istration's Shared Savings Plan and to give 
the Secretary of the Treasury authority to 
set pay rates for the uniformed Secret Serv
ice. The Shared Savings Plan would provide 
incentives and rewards for Federal employ
ees, produce savings, and increase productiv
ity in the Federal workforce. The discretion 
on uniformed secret service pay would 
permit their pay to be competitive with that 
of other uniformed police officers in the 
Washington, DC area. 
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H.R. 2907-TREASURY /POSTAL APPROPRIA
TIONS BILL, FISCAL YEAR 1988, OBJECTION
ABLE PROVISIONS 

I. FUNDING LEVELS 

Postal Service Fund.-The Administration 
opposes strongly the Postal Service increase 
of $485 million. This continued subsidiza
tion of preferred mailers burdens the Amer
ican taxpayer unfairly. The proposal sub
mitted by the Administration offers a sound 
approach and applies the burden of cost 
properly to the mailers. _ 

U.S. Customs Service.-The Administra
tion opposes strongly the increase of $160 
million and 2, 798 FTEs for Customs Service 
salaries and expenses. 

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Fire
arms.-The Administration opposes the in
crease of $21 million and 405 FTE for the 
Bureau. Even recognizing the important 
role of the Bureau in enforcing tax and vari
ous criminal enforcement statutes, the 
staffing increases are clearly excessive. 
They represent a 14-percent increase over 
the President's FY 1988 Budget. 

National Defense Stockpile Transaction 
Fund.-The Administration does not sup
port the direct funding of $31.1 million for 
the management of the National Defense 
Stockpile, preferring instead to finance 
these costs from balances previously appro
priated. The Administration also opposes 
the earmarked funding increase for re-
search grants. . . 

National Archives and Records Adminis
tration.-The Administration opposes the 
increase of $6 million over the President's 
request. The Administration also does not 
support the inclusion of $4 million for the 
funding of the grants for the historical pub
lications and records program. 

U.S. Secret Service.-The Administration 
opposes the increase of $6 million over the 
President's request for continued construc
tion at the Rowley Training Center. Since 
FY 1986, Congress has appropriated $12 mil
lion in unrequested funds for the Rowley 
Training Center. 

National Critical Materials Council.
Funding for the Critical Materials Council 
nearly doubles <97 percent increase), going 
from $178 thousand to $350 thousand. The 
Administration strongly opposes this in
crease. Funding increases for the council are 
unwarranted and are contrary to the goal of 
reducing the Federal deficit. 

Advisory Committee on Federal Pay.-The 
Administration objects to the deletion of an 
appropriation for the Advisory Committee. 
This Administration has requested funds 
for the operation of the statutorily estab
lished Advisory Committee because the 
Committee performs an important function 
in giving impartial and sound advice on pay 
matters. The Advisory Committee should be 
allowed to continue advising the President 
in this way, and thus serving the public in-
terest. . 

Administrative Conference of the United 
States.-The Administration opposes the in
crease of $200 thousand for this program. 
The President's budget provides sufficient 
funds to achieve the program objectives for 
this agency. 

11. LANGUAGE PROVISIONS 
Consolidation of Customs Offices.-The 

Administration strongly opposes Section 
615, which prohibits the Customs Service 
from consolidating regions and districts 
throughout the country. The section con
strains unduly executive branch's ability to 
manage properly. Given this prohibition, 

Customs will not be able to realize efficien
cy improvements through re-assigning re
sponsibilities and duties among offices. 

U.S. Customs Service, Personnel Floor.
The Administration opposes strongly the 
legislative requirement establishing a Cus
toms FTE floor level of 15,897. This action 
disregards completely the Administration's 
emphasis on automation and technology as 
a means of improving import and passenger 
processing operations. 

Title v, Section 520.-The Administration 
opposes language forcing the GSA to ac
quire commodities in line with old legislated 
goals, which are not consistent with the 
President's newly approved goals. 

Title v, Section 526.-The Administration 
opposes language directing the upgrading of 
cobalt. The Administration is currently as
sessing the need for upgraded materials. 
There are currently ample supplies of chro
mium, cobalt, manganese, and platinum 
group metals to meet national defense 
needs. Use of the Office of Technology As
sessment report is contrary to the Stockpil
ing Act since it is an economic, not a nation
al security assessment. 

Title VI, Section 607.-The Administration 
strongly opposes the exemption of the Vet
erans' Administration for the requirements 
of this provision. Section 607 of the bill spe
cifically prohibits using for other purposes 
funds appropriated for agency contributions 
to Federal civil retirement plans. All veter
ans who apply for care are being treated, 
and ample funding is available to meet the 
care treatment, training, and other objec
tive~ of this activity. Providing a special ex
emption can only lessen the efficiency with 
which the program is operated. Because this 
activity is the single largest civilian agency 
employer, with 18 percent of non-Defense 
employment, creating this exemption weak
ens greatly the fiscal restraint intended by 
the section. 

General Services Administration, Lease
Purchase Arrangements.-The Administra
tion opposes language authorizing the Ad
ministrator of GSA to acquire a building in 
Chicago, Illinois and buildings for the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency and the De
partment of Transportation through lease
purchase arrangements. The Administration 
also opposes language directing the Admin
istrator of GSA to acquire the Union Sta
tion in Tacoma, Washington through a 
lease-purchase arrangement. 

General Services Administration.-The 
Administration objects to sections 525, 528, 
and 529 which place restrictions on excess
ing and 'other uses of land and properties at 
the Beltsville Agricultural Research Center, 
Phoenix Indian School, and Shoals Lake 
properties, respectively. 

Combined Federal Campaign.-The con
tinued ban on changing the rules of the 
CFC is unnecessary. 

Pay Cap.-The Administration opposes 
the exception added that would waive appli
cation of the pay cap to any negotiated con
tract entered into before the date of enact
ment of the appropriations bill. The affect
ed employees have been under notice for a 
number of years that they will be subject to 
this pay cap. Putting this exception in for 
another year will only serve as an invitation 
for these blue collar employees to circum
vent the pay cap by entering into new con
tracts. 

General and Administrative provisions in 
violation of Chadha.-The Supreme Court 
ruled in 1983 (in INS v. Chadha> that legis
lative vetoes of executive branch actions 
taken pursuant to law are not permitted 

under the Constitution. Such vetoes include 
not only actions by one House, but also ac
tions by Committees. The House has includ
ed the unconstitutional requirement for ap
proval from the House and Senate Appro
priations Committees in the following cases: 

Secret Service activities (beginning on line 
25, page 11 >; 

transfer of funds for the Department of 
Treasury between appropriations <beginning 
on line 12, page-13>; 

increases in project funding within the 
Federal Buildings Fund for repairs and al
terations <beginning on line 22, page 23>; 

the funding of additional projects for 
which prospectuses have been fully ap
proved within Federal Buildings Fund (be
ginning on line 4, page 27 >: 

emergency repairs funded by the Federal 
Buildings Fund (beginning on line 8, page 
29); 

transfer of funds for the General Service 
Administration between appropriation (be
ginning on line 15, page 38); 

transfer of funds within the Federal 
Buildings Fund (beginning on line 5, page 
38) and; 

renovation of offices in excess of $5,000 
(beginning on line 8, page 70). 

Section 612.-This section, which states 
"None of the funds made available pursuant 
to the provisions of this Act shall be used to 
implement, administer, or enforce any regu
lation which has been disapproved pursuant 
to a resolution of disapproval duly adopted 
in accordance with the applicable law of the 
United States" is unconstitutional under 
Chadha as well. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of H.R. 2907, Treasury, Postal Serv
ice, and General Government Appropriations 
for fiscal year 1988. 

Of particular interest to my fellow West Vir
ginians are the provisions which provide fund
ing for the U.S. Postal Service. The Presi
dent's budget for fiscal year 1988 did not re
quest any funds for revenue forgone. The a~
propriation of $556,507,000 recommended in 

this bill includes $485 million to maintain cur
rent rates for preferred-rate mailers. The com
mittee has also inserted a provision which 
prohibits the Governors of the Postal Service 
from raising rates charged to preferred rate 
mailers and mandates that the rates be main
tained at the current level for all of fiscal year 
1988. The bill also continues certain provi
sions carried in previous appropriations acts 
mandating free mail for the blind and for over
seas voting. In addition, the bill allows for the 
continuation of 6-day delivery and rural deliv
ery mail. The bill also continues the provisions 
prohibiting the closing or consolidation of 
small post offices. These areas of the Postal 
Service have been of grave concern to my 
fellow West Virginians, and I am pleased to 
see them included in this measure. 

The bill also appropriates $58 million more 
than the administration's request for the Inter
nal Revenue Service to provide better service 
to taxpayers seeking information about the 
new tax law. The Tax Reform Act of 1986 will 
have an impact on all taxpaying Americans. It 
is only reasonable that we follow such an ex
tensive revision of the tax law with adequate 
information and assistance to the public in this 
regard. I am pleased that these funds were 
provided for in the bill. 
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I applaud the efforts of the committee and 

would like to make a special note of Chairman 
ROYBAL's efforts to bring this bill before us 
today. The programs provided for by this leg
islation are of grave importance to my fellow 
West Virginians and affects the lives of all 
Americans. The committee has acted with dili
gence to assure that these programs are ade
quately funded to accomplish the functions for 
which they are designed. The committee's ef
forts in this regard are to be commended. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the bill and, particularly to ex
press my appreciation to Chairman ROYBAL, 
Chairman WHITTEN, and the members of the 
committee for the fine job they have done in 
allocating scarce resources among a number 
of very worthy programs. 

During the markup process on this bill it ap
peared that there may not be enough funds 
available to the subcommittee to fully fund the 
so-called revenue forgone appropriation for 
the U.S. Postal Service. Failure to fund this 
appropriation would have, in the long run, en
sured substantial rate increases for various 
preferred mailers. For example, the cost of 
mailing a charitable solicitation would increase 
51 percent. The rate for incounty newspapers 
would increase 63 percent. And the rate for 
classroom publications would increase by 50 
percent. 

These increases would occur October 1 of 
this year, and the adverse effects of these in
creases would be further exacerbated by addi
tional increases sometime next year which will 
go into effect as a result of the pending postal 
rate case. 

There is often confusion as to the purpose 
of the revenue forgone appropriation, and per
haps some background would be helpful to 
Members. The term itself-"revenue for
gone" -derives from the policy set by Con
gress long ago that certain types of "preferred 
mailers" are not to be charged the regular 
postal rates that most mailers are charged. 
The Postal Service "forgoes" collecting this 
revenue from the "preferred" mailers. The 
Congress then provides this forgone revenue 
by means of an annual appropriation to the 
Postal Service. 

It is important to note that this appropriation 
is not an operating subsidy for the Postal 
Service. Rather, it is necessary to futher con
gressional policy that certain mailers should 
not pay the full rate. 

If Congress does not provide a sufficient 
appropriation in any particular year, the Postal 
Service is empowered by law (39 U.S.C. 3627) 
to raise the preferred rates to the level neces
sary to make up the difference. This has hap
pened in the past. Because of appropriation 
shortfalls in fiscal year 1986, the Postal Serv
ice raised preferred rates in January 1986 by 
an average of about 30 percent. Still another 
rate increase became effective on March 9, 
1986. 

The overwhelming majority of "revenue for
gone" dollars each year goes to the benefit of 
nonprofit organizations, many of which have 
not recovered from the financial blows of the 
calendar year 1986 rate increases. If the reve
nue forgone appropriation is eliminated, the 
cumulative effect on preferred rate of the 
1986 increases and the additional increases 
which would occur on October 1, 1987, ac-

cording to the U.S. Postal Service, would be 
as follows: 
Types of mail-Postage increase since De

cember 31, 1985 with revenue forgone ap
propriation eliminated for fiscal year 1988 

In county: Percent 
Rural newspaper................................ 193.0 

Second-class nonprofit: 
Veterans' magazine; church bulle

tin; university publication; labor 
press .................................................. 109. 7 

Classroom: 
Classroom publication....................... 155.2 

Third-class nonprofit: 
Fundraising letter (for example, 

Salvation Army; Crippled Chil-
dren's Society; American Cancer 
Society)............................................. 144.1 

Fourth-class library rate: 
Book between libraries...................... 74.1 
Preferred mailers should not be made to 

suffer such enormous rate increases over 
such a short period of time. For this reason, it 
is essential that revenue forgone fund be ap
propriated this year. 

I would be remiss if I did not advise mem
bers that the administration has proposed leg
islation which it claims would eliminate the 
need for the revenue forgone appropriation 
while at the same time holding down rates for 
certain preferred mailers. This proposal in
volves "separate subclass pricing" for pre
ferred mailers. In essence, nonpreferred mail
ers would be required to pay higher rates in 
order that the preferred mailers could continue 
to mail at reduced rates. This proposal is simi
lar to one in an earlier version of this appro
priation bill, a proposal which was intended to 
"freeze" fiscal year 1988 rates for preferred 
mailers, eliminate the revenue forgone appro
priation, and require the Postal Service-and 
eventually the nonpreferred mailers-to "eat" 
the lost revenue. 

This proposal is extremely controversial and 
complex. It is pending before the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service, which I chair, 
and it will be given serious consideration. In 
reality, however, even if this proposal were 
enacted today, it could only be implemented 
in the context of a general rate proceeding 
before the Postal Rate Commission and the 
Postal Service Board of Governors. It is prob
ably too late for such a proposal to be imple
mented as part of the pending rate case, so 
we are looking several years into the future 
before the administration's proposal could 
have any effect. And this assumes the Con
gress agrees with the administration that the 
proposal has merit. 

In closing, I repeat I am very pleased the 
revenue forgone funds are contained in this 
bill. I support the bill, and I urge my collegues 
to do likewise. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I would just take 
1 minute to thank the committee for its sup
port of the Federal office building in Oakland, 
CA. 

The data is clear that this will be a good 
buy for the Federal 'Government, and it will be 
a major shot in the arm for the improvement 
of downtown Oakland. 

The committee's support is deeply appreci
ated by the entire community. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. Chairman, 
one of the fundamental duties of the Federal 
Government is to provide services for the 

Nation that cannot be effectively carried out 
by the States. The Treasury/Postal appropria
tions bill before the House today contains 
funding for several of these essential Federal 
programs. 

In particular, the committee took action to 
enable the U.S. Customs Service and the In
ternal Revenue Service to meet their rapidly 
growing responsibilities. Customs has a major 
role to play in controlling our borders and to 
fight the flow of illegal drugs into the country. 
We believe that the duties of the Customs 
Service are increasing in number and difficulty 
and that additional resources are needed to 
meet these new duties. 

In addition to the war on drugs, Customs 
must be able to handle the constant flow of 
foreign visitors and U.S. citizens returning 
from abroad. Further, the Customs Service 
has the task of processing foreign goods im
ported into the United States, as well as the 
critical function of preventing the illegal export 
of our high-technology products to our adver
saries. 

As the lead agency for drug interdiction, the 
performance of the Customs Service will be 
the focal point for judging our success in 
steamming the flow of illicit drugs. This daunt
ing task, combined with the other important 
duties assigned to the Customs Services were 
the motivation for the committee to recom
mend a funding level above the President's 
request. 

Mr. Chairman, the need to provide more 
cost-effective service to the taxpayer was also 
the motivation behind the committee's actions 
on funding for the Internal Revenue Service. 
Over the past several years, it has become 
apparent that the IRS needed to improve its 
performance in tax processing and tax collec
tion. The administration has acknowledged the 
importance of improving tax enforcement to 
collect revenues due the Federal Government. 
Improvements in tax collection can help to 
reduce the deficit. In addition, it is important 
that the IRS have the funds necessary to pro
vide good service to the taxpayer. As a result 
of tax reform, taxpayers have more questions 
than ever for the IRS. This bill is intended to 
provide the IRS the resources it needs to im
prove its overall service to the Government 
and the taxpayer. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee was faced 
with many difficult choices, particularly be
cause of the understandable desire to pre
serve the subsidy for mailing privileges for 
nonprofit organizations. This is by no means a 
perfect bill. I have serious reservations about 
the overall spending levels. Nevertheless, we 
must consider the important Federal duties 
that these appropriations are intended to sup
port. The committee bill funds essential serv
ices that only the Federal Government can 
provide. 

D 1855 
Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I have 

no further requests for time and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
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Accordingly the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore CMr. 
STENHOLM] having assumed the chair. 
Mr. GRAY of Illinois. Chairman pro 
tempore of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union. reported that that Committee. 
having had under consideration the 
bill <H.R. 2907> making appropriations 
for the Treasury Department. the U.S. 
Postal Service. the Executive Office of 
the President. and certain Independ
ent Agencies. for the fiscal year 
ending September 30. 1988. and for 
other purposes. had come to no resolu
tion thereon. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid 
before the House the following com
munication from the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives: 

July 14, 1987. 
Hon. JIM WRIGHT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash

ington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you, 

pursuant to Rule L<50) of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, that I have re
ceived requests for testimony by Ray 
Boyum and Robert Cantor, two official re
porters, in United States v. Michael K. 
Deaver, Cr. No. 87-96, pending in the United 
States District Court for the District of Co
lumbia. Upon consultation with the General 
Counsel to the Clerk, the testimony of these 
two official reporters, assuming it is provid
ed on matters which are material, and on 
appropriate terms, appears consistent with 
the privileges and rights of the House of 
Representatives. 

With great respect, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 

DONNALD K. ANDERSON, 
Cl.erk, House of Representatives. 

DEFENSE SCIENCE BOARD EV AL
UATION OF STATUS AND 
PLANS OF STRATEGIC DE
FENSE INITIATIVE 
<Mr. OLIN asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. OLIN. Mr. Speaker. last week a 
special task force of the Defense Sci
ence Board presented a report request
ed by the Defense Acquisition Board 
which evaluated the status and plans 
of the strategic defense initiative. The 
document clearly states it is far too 
early to consider early deployment of 
any type of SDI system. It concludes 
that there are significant gaps in sys
tems design and key technologies. This 
document was written to help the De
fense Acquisition Board in making its 
recommendations to the Secretary of 
Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
on the topic of SDI. 

A portion of the report that was 
edited out of the final version said 
there is no way of assessing three im
portant aspects of the proposed early 

deployment: how the system will per
form against the requirements of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. the cost of the 
system and how long it will take to re
search. develop. and deploy. 

I am inserting in the RECORD the full 
text of the report because it is the best 
short summary of progress on SDI 
that I have seen to date. Particularly 
on the critical issue of early deploy
ment. 

I urge all my colleagues to read the 
full recommendations of the Defense 
Science Board Task Force. 

The Defense Science Board Task 
Force was assigned the job of assessing 
the progress made so far on SDI re
search. Their report was to summarize 
the progress and problems of the 
SDIO and to help the Defense Acquisi
tion Board CDABJ make their recom
mendations to the Secretary of De
fense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
CJCSJ on how to proceed with SDI. 

According to recent news articles. 
the chairman of this task force deleted 
the "Milestone Decisions.. section of 
this report before it went to the DAB. 
This deletion removed the most dam
aging conclusions of the task force
that SDI is not ready for any early de
ployment decision. 

I would like to make further com
ments about this report and some of 
the major points made in its text. 

The summary that was kept in the 
final version of the report states that. 
"* • • much needs to be done before a 
confident decision can be made to pro
ceed with the implementation of an 
initial phase of a ballistic missile de
fense ... 

There are two points that I feel are 
extremely important. 

"The design concept for a first phase 
is in an early stage and still quite 
sketchy. It takes the form more of a 
list of components than of a consistent 
design. 

"As a consequence of the current 
goals in systems design and technolo
gy. none of the current cost estimates 
can be relied upon." 

These quotes support the recent 
House action to hold SDI funding at 
last year's House-passed authorization 
level-$3.1 billion. They are a further 
indication that the SDI should contin
ue a vigorous program of research and 
development but should not be making 
any moves toward an early deploy
ment. 

It is important to note that this 
report does not cast serious doubt on 
the possibility of resolving the techni
cal difficulties of a ballistic missile de
fense program. The Defense Science 
Board Task Force seems confident of 
its ability to overcome most of the 
technological problems they raise in 
the report. 

The $3.1 billion will fund a strong 
R&D program. It will fund a program 
that is adequate to resolve the remain
ing technological breakthroughs nee-

essary. It will also give us time to con
sider the implications of ending our 
compliance with the ABM Treaty. I 
think we should continue to hold the 
line at this level of funding. I will be 
working toward that end. 

The full text of the report follows: 
MEMORANDUM FOR UNDER SECRETARY OF 

DEFENSE [ACQUISITION] 
Subject: Letter Report of the Defense Sci

ence Board Task Force Subgroup Strategic 
Air Defense-Strategic Defense Milestone 
<SDM> Panel. 

As per your instructions in the Terms of 
Reference, you have asked the SOM Panel 
to review the SDI program and to give you 
our comments on the state of the technolo
gy, system design, costing, organization, 
management and readiness for Milestone I. 
We have met 8 times over the last 3 months, 
primarily with SDIO personnel but also 
with many of the contractors, and have con
centrated on Phase I. Our comments on the 
different aspects of the program follow: 

SUMMARY 
A great deal of progress has been made, 

but much remains to be done before a confi
dent decision can be made to proceed with 
the implementation of an initial phase of a 
ballistic missile defense. System design is 
still in an early stage and subject to sub
stantial modification. A number of signifi
cant technology problems remain to be 
solved. Cost estimates are, therefore, highly 
uncertain. The design of the organization to 
carry out an activity of the size and com
plexity of the SDI is still in an early stage. 
In particular, the relationship between the 
SDIO and the Service Project Offices has 
yet to be worked out. The SDIO badly needs 
and does not yet have the support of a 
strong competent systems engineering orga
nization without which we do not see how 
the enterprise can be managed. 

On the other hand, the concept of a 
phased program is appropriate for any 
major defensive system such as this, much 
good work has already been done, and plans 
are being made to begin to solve the prob
lems listed above. We strongly support con
tinued work on SDI, and also strongly sup
port an increased emphasis on system 
design and on coming to grips with the 
problems that will be presented by any 
future deployment. 

THE REQUIREMENT 
The draft JCS statement of joint ballistic 

missile defense requirements for Phase I 
Ballistic Missile Defense if approved, will 
fill an important gap in the program by pro
viding a framework against which proposed 
systems can be assessed. Therefore, it is of 
critical importance for the DAB to review 
and validate, and the Secretary to approve 
these requirements <modified, if appropri
ate>. 

At the same time the requirements proc
ess should be broadened to include an analy
sis of the desirability of deployment which 
includes a consideration of a two-sided BMD 
deployment. This question might be posed 
as follows: If the U.S. has a choice between: 

1. No further BMD deployment on either 
side; or 

2. U.S. BMD system meeting JCS require
ments on the U.S. side, plus an equivalent 
system on the Soviet side, which of these 
two alternatives more effectively enhances 
U.S. security? 

It is not clear, of course, that we will have 
such a choice, which is reason enough to 
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proceed with a vigorous U.S. R&D program. 
If we do have a choice, it would be well to 
have analyzed the consequences of alterna
tives. It is clear that such an analysis has 
not been satisfactorily done. 

PHASED PROGRAM 

Military systems, particularly defensive 
systems, are never built as a single step and 
then left unmodified for a long period. 
Enemy reactions, new technology, and 
changing requirements all lead to continual 
evolution. The plan to build SDI in phases 
is therefore reasonable and customary. 

TECHNOLOGY 

A great deal of work has been done on the 
components for the first phase and much of 
the technology needed is either in hand or 
well along. The principal pieces of missing 
technology appear to us to be the following: 

1. The technology for the survivability of 
the SBKKV Bus is still uncertain. Vulner
ability to attack by ground-based ASATS 
and lasers during peacetime is particularly 
disturbing. 

2. Precision targeting of the rocket hard 
body in the presence of the rocket plume is 
uncertain at this time. Before this problem 
can be addressed with confidence, extensive 
data gathering is needed on various types of 
US and USSR boosters. 

3. Serious questions remain unanswered 
about the ability of the passive IR sensors 
on Probe and SSTS to carry out discrimina
tion against anything but the most primi
tive decoys and debris. In addition, the pres
ence of cooled RVs would greatly reduce the 
range of the proposed sensors. Once again, 
the needed data base on US and USSR re
entry systems and decoys is lacking. 

4. The technology for the manufacture of 
very large IR focal planes is not yet in hand. 
The availability of sufficient material for 
substrates may be a problem if yields are 
very small. 

There is a major need to create an ade
quate data base of the phenomenology in
volved in SDI. There is very little available 
information on how objects look in space or 
how rockets look in boost phase. Compo
nent and system design are proceeding on 
the basis of assumptions and calculations 
which may or may not prove reliable. Some 
measurements are being planned and some 
instruments are being built but the respon
sibility and resources necessary for so de
manding and important a task are yet to be 
assigned. 

SYSTEM DESIGN 

The design concept for a first phase is in 
an early stage and still quite sketchy. It 
takes the form more of a list of components 
than of a consistent design. Many tradeoffs 
have yet to be completed including those be
tween ground based and space based de
fense, between sensors on BSTS and CV's 
and KKV's, between SSTS and GSTS, be
tween discriminating against and killing 
decoys, between active and passive defense 
of CV's, etc. 

A much more thorough and unified attack 
on the system design problem is necessary 
before a design can be confidently selected. 
The same quality of effort is needed on pre
liminary system design as is now being ap
plied to component technology, 

COST ESTIMATES 

As a consequence of the current goals in 
systems design and technology, none of the 
current cost estimates can be relied upon. 
They vary widely, even assuming .that the 
current Phase I concept holds. By the time 
the necessary system and underlying tech-

nology work is complete, the design may 
change considerably and costs change as 
well. There are also sizable uncertainties in 
such matters as learning curves for space 
hardware produced in modest quantities, 
launch costs, and production costs for IR 
focal planes and hardened high speed data 
processing. 

SCHEDULES 

In view of the sketchy nature of the cur
rent system concept and the considerable 
uncertainty about Congressonal support 
and funding, existing schedule estimates are 
uncertain as well. Current plans calling for 
a development decision in the early 1990's 
and an ICC in the mid to late 1990's are 
really no different than they have been; the 
term early deployment, which is sometimes 
heard, appears to mean only that a first 
phase would necessarily be earlier than 
later phases and not earlier than previously 
suggested. In any event current plans and 
decisions deal only with continued research 
and development. Decisions about full scale 
development and deployment will come 
later. 

MILESTONE DECISIONS 

As a consequence of the current gaps in 
system design and key technologies, there is 
presently no way of confidently assessing: 

1. System performance against JCS re-
quirements; 

2. System cost; or 
3. Schedule 
Therefore, SDIO effort for the next year 

or two should focus on filling these gaps. A 
Milestone 1 decision can be considered 
whenever sufficient progress is made to for
mulate with confidence a system concept. In 
the meantime, a Milestone 0 decision can be 
made on the whole program, and Milestone 
I decisions can be made on certain of the 
subelements, such as BSTS, which are nec
essary to any approach to BM defense. A 
Milestone 2 decision can be considered 
whenever sufficient progress is made to con
fidently assess the cost, schedule, and per
formance of the system concept approved at 
Milestone 1. By that time, sufficient 
progress should also have been made to 
define a system concept (Milestone 1) for 
Phase II of the system deployment. 

THE ABM TREATY 

If a Strategic Defense System is deployed, 
we will in time have to withdraw from the 
ABM treaty. The point in the development 
process when such a withdrawal is necessary 
depends, of course, on the interpretation of 
the meaning of the treaty; the narrower the 
interpretation the sooner a withdrawal is re
quired if progress is to continue. The activi
ties that must be carried out over the next 
couple of years however should not be seri
ously affected even if the United States ad
heres to the narrow interpretation. 

BM/C3 

The design of the BM/C3 components is 
in a very early stage, reflecting the sketchi
ness of the system design as a whole. Cur
rent flaws place very high demands on the 
performance and hardening of the space
bome data processing elements but such de
mands can probably be met. Software de
mands are also high but can be met as well. 
The BM/C3 presents many difficulties but 
does not, in our opinion, constitute the most 
determining problem facing SDI provided 
an adequate effort is mounted as early as 
possible. 

PROGRAM PLANS AND FUNDING 

As a part of the Milestone I process, plan
ning for the next steps is underway. Fund-

ing requirements for the plans we have 
seen, however, exceed the FYDP and great
ly exceed the amounts currently under dis
cussion in the Congress. Relative priorities 
should be established so that the most fun
damental needs in the most effective order 
can be met independent of how the funding 
turns out. The system development activi
ties for a first phase must begin if there is 
ever to be deployment, but the technology 
base research program for the follow on 
must also continue. 

If necessary, the more expensive system 
demonstrations may have to be delayed in 
order to provide resources for such pro
grams as gathering data on rocket plumes 
and on objects in space. 

ORGANIZATION AND SUPPORT 

The management resources available to 
the SDIO for system development are not 
adequate to the immediate task, let alone 
the demands of a full scale development. 
For example, a full-time program manager 
should be appointed for Phase I, reporting 
to the Director and responsible for all as
pects of Phase I. 

Additional government personnel with a 
background of success in large systems are 
necessary but the greatest and most urgent 
need is for a system design contractor. We 
recommend that the SDIO put together a 
group of experienced systems people from 
the FCRC's and similar organizations which 
are already involved in the program. The 
DOD has on previous occasions made effec
tive use of such ad hoc groups and the basic 
procedures are understood. One organiza
tion could be chosen to host the group. The 
heads of a number of these organizations 
are willing to participate. There should not 
be any conflict between such an action and 
the possible formation of the new FCRC, 
the SDI Institute. When and if the SDII be
comes available some or all of the ad hoc 
groups could be transferred to it. Mean
while, the necessary functions could get un
derway. 

The SDIO is considering hiring a Systems 
Integration contractor who will also be the 
BM/C3 contractor. In our opinion, these 
functions are needed but are quite different 
and require different skills. The apparent 
purpose of combining them is to help deal 
with the overall system design problem. It 
seems to us that it would be better to clarify 
the responsibilities for design, integration, 
and BM/C3, whether they are given to one 
contractor or several, and then to choose 
the most appropriate organization in each 
case. 

ACQUISITION STRATEGY AND RELATIONSHIP TO 
THE SERVICE PROGRAM OFFICE 

The multi-service development of such a 
large and complex system is unprecedented. 
It is unreasonable to expect the SDIO to 
manage all system components themselves; 
the resources of the services must be made 
available. It is also unreasonable to expect 
the SDIO to maintain control and handle 
tradeoffs if it must work through the lay
ered staff structures of the services. It is not 
at all clear however, that the SPOs can 
report directly to the SDIO without the 
services playing some understood role. 

The present organizational structure and 
management procedures are adequate to 
manage researcb and development projects 
being pursued within the military services, 
but are not adequate to successfully manage 
the acquisition of an integrated, intercon
nected strategic defense system. The SDIO 
Director and his program office level must 
have direct and responsive control of 
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projects being managed by the military 
services. Current efforts to implement the 
structure of acquisition executives and pro
gram management within OSD and the 
military services as mandated by recent leg
islation are complicating the task of devel
oping the organizational structure and man
agement procedures that the SDS requires. 

It is a difficult organizational design prob
lem, and is best solved with the understand
ing and cooperation of all and not by admin
istrative fiat. It should be considered an ele
ment of the SDI design, worked on now and 
not deferred until some later decision point. 

Effort is required to ensure that contrac
tors perceive SDIO as the government cus
tomer as opposed to the service organization 
that contracts with them. 

LAtrNCH VEHICLES 

The United States needs the Advanced 
Launch System or Heavy Lift Launch Vehi
cle, not just for the space segment of an 
SDS but for many other purposes as well. 
Identification of ALB with SDI alone, how
ever, implies that a delay in SDI would jus
tify a delay in ALB. Conversely, since ALB is 
a major program and subject to delays of its 
own, the SDIO should recognize the possi
bility that Phase I may have to be launched 
with existing vehicle types. 

Plans for ALB as briefed to us, include 
reusables and predict launch costs and 
launch rates which appear highly unlikely. 
We would urge a much more conservative 
approach. 

We hope these brief comments are useful. 
We stand ready to discuss any or all of them 
with you at your convenience or to look 
more deeply into aspects of the SDI pro
gram if you so desire. 

ROBERT R. EvERETT, 
Task Force Chairman. 

HAROLD FORD'S SIDE 
<Mr. CONYERS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous 
matter.> 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from Tennessee, Mr. 
HAROLD FORD, is presently being 
denied his basic right of speech by an 
unusually broad gag order issued by a 
judge. 

Quite apart from the question of 
merit, if any, concerning the U.S. at
torney's charges against Mr. FORD, this 
stricture against speech is an alarming 
precedent. The court has not simply 
issued a gag order against Mr. FORD, it 
has denied him the first amendment 
right to disseminate information to his 
constituents and colleagues about a 
charge which has been nationally pro
mulgated by the U.S. attorney. The 
effect is not too different from the 
court simply expunging statements by 
Mr. FORD from the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, something that would not be 
tolerated by any of us. 

What makes this restriction all the 
more significant is the existence of es
sential factual information that has 
been largely overlooked by news orga
nizations and omitted in public state
ments by the U.S. attorney. William 
Raspberry, in a recent Washington 

Post column, helps put the case in per
spective: 

[From the Washington Post, June 4, 19871 
HAROLD FORD'S SIDE 

(By William Raspberry) 
Forgive me for backing into this one, but 

what follows is difficult for me to write. 
Maybe I shouldn't write it at all. You see, 
Harold Ford, the Tennessee congressman 
under a 19-count, 34-page indictment for 
bank fraud and conspiracy, is a friend: not a 
bosom buddy, but still a friend. He has been 
charged with crimes which, if true, could
and ought to-discredit him. He has pleaded 
not guilty, and presumably will have his day 
in court. 

Those are among the reasons why, after a 
couple of long conversations with his admin
istrative assistant, Jay Cooper, shortly after 
the indictment was handed up, I decided not 
to write about the case. 

There are two reasons why I changed my 
mind. The first is that Ford's side of the 
story, as told to me by Cooper nearly a 
month ago, is interesting and credible. The 
second is that Ford is now under a gag order 
that, at least temporarily, keeps him from 
telling his side, which means that the cru
cial pretrial public opinion would be shaped 
entirely by the prosecutor. What follows
unsubstantiated and unendorsed by me-is 
the other side. 

The Ford family business, the N.J. Ford & 
Sons Funeral Home in Memphis, borrowed 
some $800,000 to modernize its facility, only 
to be hit by a recession. Interest rates, 
which were pegged to the prime rate, soared 
from a manageable 8 percent to a devastat
ing 21 percent, and the business was in trou
ble. 

Ford's father, N.J. Ford, now deceased, 
asked his son for help. The congressman 
borrowed against his homes <in Washington 
and Memphis) and congressional salary, 
taking out personal loans of some $750,000 
to help the business through its crisis. 

When the funeral home's banker finally 
told him that what he needed was not more 
loans but investors, Harold Ford turned to a 
longtime friend-the multimillionaire godfa
ther and namesake of his second child. That 
friend, Jake Butcher, agreed in 1982 that he 
and his brother, C.H. Butcher <both bank
ers>, would invest $350,000 in exchange for a 
one-third interest in the funeral home. 
Without any involvement on the part of the 
congressman, they created the Tenn Ford 
Corp. as the vehicle for that investment. 

Meanwhile, Harold Ford, still on the line 
for the loans he had made to the business, 
was feeling a financial pinch. He asked the 
Butchers either to expedite the investment 
arrangement or make him a bridge loan 
pending completion of the deal. That was 
done, with Ford pledging his own funeral
home stock as security. 

The investment was made, the Butchers 
were repaid, and that might have been the 
end of the story. But in the meantime, the 
Butchers' own banking empire collapsed 
under the weight of fraud charges. The U.S. 
attorney then went after Ford, in essence al
leging that every loan he had obtained since 
roughly 1976 was a sham, notwithstanding 
the fact that every loan had been made at 
market rates and had been repaid or was 
being repaid on schedule. 

The Butchers' investment was lost, except 
for seriously devalued funeral-home stock 
they then held. Lawyers for the bankruptcy 
trustees for the Butcher empire and the fu
neral home negotiated an agreement in 1983 
that the funeral home would buy back the 

stock for $25,000-some 7 percent of its 
original value. 

The prosecution alleges that the entire 
deal was a fraudulent scheme by which the 
Butchers would in effect purchase them
selves a congressman. Ford's position is that 
the arrangement was, from his point of 
view, wholly legitimate. He also claims he is 
a victim of a feud with the U.S. attorney 
that goes back a number of years. 

Ford and his supporters make another al
legation that leaves me unmoved: that the 
prosecution of the congressman is in fact 
persecution, an attempt to discredit a strong 
black leader and, in effect, deny blacks gen
erally the fruits of their civil-rights ad
vances. 

I buy none of that. It smacks of what 
Robert Woodson, head of the Council for a 
Black Economic Agenda, said of other black 
politicians charged with abuse of their posi
tion: "Far too often, when Ctheyl are caught 
with one hand in the public till, they reach 
with the other for their civil-rights credit 
cards." 

But Ford is not charged with abusing his 
office or converting public funds to his own 
use. He is charged-unfairly, he insists
with bank fraud, and his alternative expla
nation of what transpired is not, on its face, 
unbelievable. 

That is the other side, and I thought you 
ought to hear it. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
HOWARD] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 
votes 266, 268, and 269 I was unable to be 
present due to personal business elsewhere. 
Had I been present I would have voted "yea" 
on rollcall vote 266, "no" on rollcall vote 268, 
and "yea" on rollcall vote 269. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York CMr. GILMAN] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid
ably detained earlier today at an important 
meeting at the White House, and as a result I 
was not able to cast my vote on rollcall 267, 
on agreeing to the House Resolution 222, the 
rule providing for consideration of H.R. 2906, 
the Military Construction Appropriations Act 
for fiscal year 1988. Had I been present, I 
would have voted "aye." 

THE CONSTITUTIONAL AMEND-
MENT FOR A BALANCED 
BUDGET 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House the gen
tleman from Idaho CMr. CRAIG] is rec
ognized for 60 minutes. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and to 
include extraneous material on the 
subject of my special order tonight. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, I have 

taken out this special order this 
evening to discuss a matter that is now 
before the House in legislative form 
that I think is of critical nature to all 
of us and to nearly all Americans who 
support the issue. I am talking about a 
resolution that would come before this 
House to offer a constitutional amend
ment to our Federal Constitution re
quiring a federally balanced budget. 

For the last 5 months, a group of us, 
myself, Congressman CHARLIE STEN
HOLM of Texas, Congressman TOM 
CARPER of Delaware, Congressman BOB 
SMITH of Oregon, have worked to craft 
a compromise balanced budget amend
ment that we could bring before this 
body that we would hope to gain the 
necessary two-thirds vote to pass and 
ultimately be sent to the American 
people for their approval. That resolu
tion has now taken shape. That resolu
tion and House Joint Resolution 321 is 
now before this body for appropriate 
hearings, for appropriate markup, 
with the sponsorship of over 234 of my 
colleagues. 

For years this body has in one form 
or another addressed the issue of a 
balanced budget. It has struggled over 
decades to try to arrive at the appro
priate legislative tool, legislative proc
ess, that would ultimately lead us to 
and maintain us in a consistent bal
anced budget over an extended period 
of time. 

In May of this year the New York 
Times in a poll discovered that nearly 
85 percent of the American people feel 
it is necessary that this Congress bal
ance the Federal budget and that we 
attempt to live under a federally bal
anced budget. 

Now, I have served in this body, not 
as long as a good many of my col
leagues have, but I have become con
vinced over the years that the only 
way we will ever arrive at a balanced 
budget is in a manner that this body 
cannot violate, or as in the discussion 
early today, that this body cannot 
upon their decision waive when they 
find it at their convenience or when 
they find it difficult to adhere to the 
processes mandated by law or by the 
rules of the House. That has been a 
difficulty that I and others have tried 
to cope with over the years. 

When it becomes nearly impossible, 
or certainly when it becomes political
ly impossible to make the tough 
choices, this body by a majority vote 
can simply waive the rules or by law 
change the law that ultimately sets us 
in a different course or direction. 

There has been a tremendous 
amount of frustration on the part of 
the American people over the years, 
because in 1979 and again in 1980 this 
Congress passed a law and that law 

said that by a given date we would bal
ance the Federal budget, and yet, of 
course, we know that through this 
early decade or the early portion of 
the decade of the eighties, we have 
seen the building of a phenomenal 
deficit and a substantial increase in 
our national debt which now leads a 
lot of Americans to believe that this 
Congress can never approach a feder
ally balanced budget. 

In 1986, our Federal deficit was $220 
billion. In 1987, $173 billion. 

This year, under very difficult odds, 
with substantial cuts and possibly a 
demand for substantial revenue in
creases, we will not even come close to 
balancing the Federal budget. 

It is in that frustration that I tell 
my constituents in Idaho, we have ar
rived at an ultimate crisis in this coun
try. That crisis is the Federal budget, 
because it is the size of the Federal 
budget, the amount of money that it 
pulls from the gross national product 
of this country, to spend in areas that 
we feel necessary to manage and oper
ate our Federal Government that in 
all ways adjusts, directs or diverts the 
economy of this country, that cause 
recessions, that cause depressions, 
that cause movement in our economy, 
that lay people off, that create unem
ployment and that generally drives 
the economy force of this country. 

That is why a good many of us, now 
234 of us in this House, believe that if 
we . can strive for and ultimately arrive 
at a constitutional amendment that 
will require a federally balanced 
budget, that that would set in motion 
for a long term a fiscally responsible 
Congress, a budget that is determina
ble, that is predictable on an annual 
basis for our Federal Government, 
that not only will set levels of expendi
tures, but certainly will set levels of 
predictable taxation, that will build 
consistency and understanding on the 
part of the constituency out there, the 
taxpayer, the individual that drives 
the economy by their hard work and 
by their enterprise, that will build the 
type of general well-being in this coun
try that I think all of us seek. 

I and the members of this House 
play a very important role in that 
process. That is why we have come to
gether to build a compromise that we 
will now reach out to other Members 
of Congress and to the American 
people to support us in an effort of 
building for a vote here on the House 
floor before we adjourn in late Octo
ber or early November, to pass a reso
lution required by the Constitution of 
our country to send forth to the 
States for ratification an amendment 
that will say over a given period of 
time that we must live under a consti
tutionally balanced Federal budget 
and in so doing will set forth the kind 
of economy motion and activity that I 
think all of us believe can happen in 
this country. 

Tonight I am privileged to be joined 
by the sponsor, a colleague of mine, a 
gentleman who I have worked with 
over the last several years to craft this 
kind of an amendment. He works on 
the Democratic side, I work on the Re
publican side, to build what is clearly 
necessary in this kind of effort, and 
that is a bipartisan coalition of like
minded Members of Congress who be
lieve that the ultimate and most im
portant item that this historic lOOth 
Congress can pass would be an amend
ment to our Constitution to balance 
the Federal budget. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to Congressman 
CHARLIE STENHOLM of Texas. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague from Idaho for 
yielding to me. I appreciate very much 
the time and the effort that he has 
put forth regarding the question that 
we begin the discussion of tonight. I 
say begin, because over the next sever
al weeks as we build toward September 
17, when it is my hope and I know the 
gentleman from Idaho [Mr. GRAIG] 
shares that hope, that we will have 
the opportunity to vote upon this pro
posed constitutional amendment on or 
about September 17. 

The significance of the date is the 
fact that 200 years ago our present 
Constitution was proposed for ratifica
tion to the States. 

I stand here tonight as a Democrat, 
recounting the words of the originator 
of my party, Thomas Jefferson, when 
he wrote on November 26, 1798: 

I wish it were possible to obtain a single 
amendment to our Constitution. I would be 
willing to depend on that alone for the re
duction of the administration of our govern
ment to the genuine principles of its Consti
tution. I mean an additional Article taking 
from the government the power of borrow
ing. 

Now, that is what we begin discuss
ing tonight. 

D 1910 
To those who have in the past been 

critics of this area, and I have been 
one of those because I did not support 
this manner of dealing with the Feder
al budget when I was first elected in 
1978, I believed at that time that the 
Constitution of the United States was 
not the proper vehicle to deal with 
something as mundane as the spend
ing and borrowing habits of the 
United States. I listened to those 
economists, those students of our Con
stitution who made very good sense in 
saying this cannot be done constitu
tionally. I agreed with them at that 
time but I have now 81/z years experi
ence, and the frustration that I, and I 
believe the overwhelming majority of 
my colleagues today, are having in 
dealing with the current impasse on 
our budget, which has prompted us to 
move in this direction, and that is 
why, as my colleague from Idaho has 
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pointed out, we have 234 original spon
sors of this legislation. 

It is a much improved version. I 
think most will agree, when they begin 
to look at what we propose tonight, 
that it is a much improved version. 
But I also would like to take a few mo
ments at this time to discuss some of 
the overall strategy of where we need 
to be. We have been trying over the 
last several days to deal with expendi
ture reductions and we have been 
soundly whipped time and time again 
for all the very good and valid reasons 
why we cannot cut this, we cannot do 
that, we cannot reduce this spending, 
it is too much to ask of our own con
stituencies to cut 1.7, even today 0.9 
percent, in attempting to gain an addi
tional $7 billion in expenditure reduc
tions, which is just a drop in the 
bucket. 

I think if anything is going to begin 
to build the support for this amend
ment as more or less recognized the 
futility that we have of attempting to 
deal with our deficit problem, without 
having some kind of a restraint on the 
Congress and on the President of the 
United States, because quite frankly 
this President has not submitted a bal
anced budget or one that is capable of 
being balanced in his entire almost 7 
years in office. That is part of the 
frustration that we feel tonight. That 
is Why in this amendment that we pro
pose we propose that all future Presi
dents, because this President will be 
gone before this can possibly be rati
fied, we are talking about future Presi
dents and future Congresses that 
cannot do to this Nation what this 
President and this Congress and those 
that preceded it, the ones that CHAR
LIE STENHOLM has served in, the 96th, 
97th, 98th, 99th, and lOOth Congress, 
what we have done to our children and 
grandchildren should not be able to be 
done constitutionally again in the 
future. 

That is one of the provisions of the 
amendment that we have today. To 
those that suggest that they take 
something besides a constitutional 
amendment, you are going to find as 
we further develop debate on this 
issue, that yes, it takes more. We are 
going to have an opportunity next 
week to decide whether we want to put 
teeth back into Gramm-Rudman, or 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings-Chiles
Rostenkowski, I suggest that we are 
going to be talking about that next 
week, and whether or not we are going 
to put a little discipline on our budget 
process. 

I wish that I could be optimistic at 
this time that something is going to 
happen. I suggest if we had a constitu
tional restraint that we would have a 
little more encouragement, incentive, 
by all parties, including the President, 
to deal, as Thomas Jefferson said, 
with the genuine principles of the 

Constitution of the United States con
cerning our spending habits. 

I think at this moment, since we 
have other colleagues that are looking 
to participate in this first night, that I 
will pause at this time and give them a 
chance to talk about this proposed 
amendment but in so doing I want to 
reiterate what my friend from Idaho 
said in the beginning concerning the 
people. I am encouraged by the polls 
that are showing that 85 percent of 
the American people want to see a 
constitutional requirement, an amend
ment, if you please, to balance our 
budget. Eighty-five percent. 

It takes 290 to get two-thirds vote, 
we have 234. We and those of my col
leagues on both sides of the aisle that 
are going to mount this massive under
taking as we begin the celebration of 
the 200th anniversary of the Constitu
tion of the United States, we intend to 
fully mount the force of the American 
people to tell this Congress that they 
in fact want to see a constitutional re
straint. 

I believe that if 85 percent of the 
American people want this amend
ment or an improved version thereof, 
because even though we think we have 
done a good job, it could very well be 
that there are those among this body 
that can make improvements, that can 
make it better, and we will welcome 
that, but in the spirit of that debate I 
just happen to believe that if 85 per
cent of the American people want it 
done, somehow, some way we are 
going to find the courage, the political 
wherewithal, to get the job done, be
cause that is what we are elected to 
do. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding 
at this time. 

Mr. CRAIG. I thank my colleague 
from Texas for his tremendous leader
ship on this issue in taking it not only 
to our Members here but to the Amer
ican people. As I said earlier, in intro
duction of the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STENHOLM], he brings the very 
necessary bipartisan flavor to this res
olution that ultimately will cause its 
passage in this House. 

He mentioned September 17 as a 
critical time, a time when he would 
like to have a vote on the floor of this 
most important issue. Two hundred 
years ago, September 17, our Founding 
Fathers, who had met for well over 38 
months in the crafting of this Consti
tution, finally were able to sign off 
and say, job well done, and pass it out 
to the States for ratification. There 
were several who did not sign, and the 
reason there were a good many who 
chose not to sign was because they 
were afraid that that Constitution 
failed to articulate certain basic rights 
and understandings that might be vio
lated by some government. For exam
ple, freedom of speech, right to bear 
arms. 

Those were not in the original Con
stitution that was sent to New York 
from Philadelphia for purposes of 
sending out to the States for ratifica
tion because it was so deeply believed 
by our Founding Fathers that none of 
those rights would ever be violated, 
that they were never included. Then 
our Bill of Rights, our first 10 amend
ments to the Constitution, ultimately 
had to be crafted and attached to the 
Constitution before it would be rati
fied by all of the States and ultimately 
become the law of the land. 

That is why that quote from 
Thomas Jefferson that my colleague 
from Texas mentioned. That was one 
of those basic beliefs that this central 
government would never live beyond 
its means, that it would always bal
ance its budget. That was common 
sense. That is what 85 percent of the 
American people are saying today. It is 
fundamentally common sense. Yet it is 
that common sense that we cannot 
lead a majority of this House, of the 
Senate, of this Government, to follow 
on a regular basis. The statistics are 
well there. From 1789 to 1894 we had 
balanced budgets. We did not need a 
constitutional amendment, and on 
down through the years, except in 
time of war and major crisis within 
this country, we had balanced budgets 
because Members of this body at that 
time said that was the responsibility, 
that was something that was never 
questioned and something that was 
never violated. Of course, now we 
know that that is substantially not the 
case. 

Since 1931 we have had only 7 years 
in which the Federal Government has 
chosen to balance the Federal budget. 
Of course, we know what happened in 
the last 7 years. We had allowed, we 
and the administration, have allowed 
in large part this government to run 
wild, mounting phenomenal deficits 
and adding to our national debt. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to call on 
my colleague from California [Mr. LA
GOMARSINO] who has introduced bal
anced budget amendments, who has 
one currently before this House, . who 
has been an outspoken leader in fiscal 
responsibility, and who believes, as we 
believe, that the only way we can 
really arrive at this is to place this re
quirement in the Constitution that 
will ultimately force the Congress to 
comply and live within our means. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle
man from California, BOB LAGOMAR
SINO. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding 
and want to commend him as well as 
my colleague from Texas, CHARLIE 
STENHOLM, for taking out this special 
order, but more importantly for intro
ducing this legislation on which the 
gentleman now has some 234 cospon
sors. 
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When a balanced budget amendment 

is discussed in the press and in public 
places, one of the things we always 
hear is that gee, we should not tam.per 
with the Constitution, we should not 
am.end it. The gentleman from Idaho 
has already pointed out the Constitu
tion has already been am.ended many 
times, 10 times right off the bat, so to 
speak, and the Constitution itself pro
vides for amendments, so it obviously 
was intended that it be changed as 
conditions warranted. It is not the Ten 
Commandments. It is a great docu
ment, but it is not a document that 
never needs to be changed. 

Mr. Speaker, anniversaries celebrate 
events that happen once in a lifetime. 
1987, for example, is the 200th anni
versary of our Constitution. The Con
stitution has been the cornerstone of 
our democratic foundation since 1787. 
1987 is also the 18th anniversary of 
the last time this country had a bal
anced Federal budget. 

Unlike the hoopla and festivities 
that surround the celebration of the 
Constitution, no one seems interested 
in rejoicing over the 18-plus years of 
Federal deficit spending. In fact, many 
of us in Congress are doing everything 
we can to keep the balanced budget 
year of 1969 from being a once in a 
lifetime event. 1987 is a year when an
other special event can begin, the pas
sage of a balanced budget amendment. 
Many in Congress who oppose the bal
anced budget amendment will vote 
against it in hopes of celebrating the 
silver or even golden anniversary of 
deficit spending. 

The last time we enjoyed a Federal 
budget surplus was under the leader
ship of a Republican, and may I add a 
Californian, Richard Nixon. Calif or
nians are currently enjoying a healthy 
economy. Part of the credit is due to 
the fact that the State of California is 
prohibited from running up unlimited 
debts. In fact, 41 other States also 
have constitutional requirements for a 
balanced budget. The time is now for 
the Federal Government to follow the 
States' lead and adopt a balanced 
budget amendment. 

Mr. CRAIG. I thank my colleague 
from California for participating with 
us and for providing the kind of lead
ership he has consistently over the 
years on this issue, and leading at 
most difficult times to cast the hard 
votes that are required in fiscally re
sponsible situations. 

I mentioned a poll taken by the New 
York Times. My colleague from Texas 
referenced that poll in which 85 per
cent of the American people now sup
port the concept of a constitutional 
amendment requiring a balanced 
budget. That is 8 out of every 10 
Americans. That is a phenomenal 
number. 

But as we all know in this body, 
polls, no matter how large, are often
times nameless and faceless statistics 

and are very easily objected to. So 
that is why my colleagues from Texas, 
Oregon, and Delaware and I and 
others have worked to build a coalition 
not only in Congress but outside Con
gress. We have worked with the Na
tional Taxpayers Union and the Na
tional Tax Limitation Committee, or
ganizations that have been strongly 
leading over the years these kinds of 
issues, and especially this issue, have 
taken it to the American people to en
courage their support. Citizens for a 
Sound Economy and Eagle Forum join 
with us, along with the National Asso
ciation of Bankers and Realtors, and 
wholesale distributors, homebuilders, 
the Farm Bureau, the National Feder
ation of Independent Businessmen, 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and 
the National Association of Manufac
turers and the National Association of 
State Legislatures. 

On the outside of Congress, through 
those groups that now represent over 
6 million Americans, we believe we can 
tell our story to the constituents that 
will ultimately convince the legislators 
who serve in this body that the neces
sary two-thirds vote is obtainable and 
that more than just 234 who are now 
original cosponsors will work with us 
in the passage of this historic legisla
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to call on 
my colleague from Oklahoma CMr. 
INHOFE] who has in his limited time 
here in this House demonstrated phe
nomenal leadership on this issue and 
issues of fiscal responsibility. 

0 1925 
Recently he held a press conference 

in his State to dramatize the impor
tance of a constitutional amendment 
requiring a federally balanced budget. 
Early on in the final drafting of the 
resolution that we now have before 
this House, he became an original 
sponsor leading the way with other 
colleagues in his freshman class to 
become sponsors. 

Mr. Speaker, I am now privileged to 
recognize my colleague from Oklaho
ma [Mr. INHOFE]. 

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding and I thank the gentle
man from Texas and the gentleman 
from Idaho for permitting a little time 
on this, the most crucial issue facing 
the American people today. 

I think it is appropriate that I make 
a couple of remarks from a different 
perspective, because as was mentioned 
in the introduction, I do acknowledge I 
am t.he new kid on the block. There 
are several of us in Congress as fresh
men who have been here such a short 
period of time that we do not know 
that it cannot be done. You see, we 
will go to some of the more senior 
Members and say, "Why is it that ev
erybody in America wants a balanced 
budget, over 99 percent of the people 
want a balanced budget, 85 percent of 

the people" as has been said several 
times by the gentleman from Calif or
nia and the gentleman from Texas and 
the gentleman from Idaho, that they 
all want it, so why can we not have it? 
I have gone to many senior Members 
on both sides of the aisle, Republicans 
and Democrats since I came here in 
January only to find that they say, 
"Well, that is all right. It is something 
to talk about, you can campaign on it 
but it is not going to pass." 

Well, again, I have not been here 
long enough to know that it cannot be 
done. 

I look at this and I see everybody 
asking, and people who are watching 
this at home, virtually everyone 
watching it wants a balanced budget. 

You know if everybody wants it and 
we are a House of Representatives and 
we are representing those people who 
want it and 85 percent come out in a 
poll and say how they want it, then 
why can we not do it? Let me tell you I 
have discovered why we cannot do it 
and I am embarrassed to say that we 
do not balance the budget because 
over 50 percent of the Members of 
Congress do not want to balance the 
budget. Their constituency wants to 
balance the budget but they do not. 

Why is this? Because those people 
who come into visit me, and I am sure 
you senior Members have the same sit
uation, 90 percent of those who come 
across our threshold into my congres
sional office are people who are there 
on behalf of the cause that they want 
more funding for. 

You know, they want it, whether it 
is veterans, regardless of what kind of 
cause comes through that door, they 
want a greater funding. 

I have watched my colleagues re
spond to those people by saying, "Yes, 
you deserve it. Your cause is worth
while. I want you to go back and my 
name is going to be coauthoring that 
bill to give you money," knowing full 
well that we are broke and we cannot 
do that. 

You see, that is being dishonest and 
insincere with these people. Yet they 
go back and they are carrying the ban
ners saying, "My Congressman 'X' has 
said he is going to coauthor this and 
we need to have this money." 

Now that is the reality of the situa
tion. The visitors in the office general
ly are the ones who are keeping score. 

You know, I would only mildly dis
agree with one of the statements of 
the gentleman from Texas when he 
said that the president has not submit
ted a balanced budget. That is true. 
However, when the report came out 
establishing the targets for the 
Gramm-Rudman targets to ultimately 
balance the budget by 1991, our Presi
dent has tried to come up with a 
budget that would meet those targets. 
He has made the effort. I think back 
and remember in 1965 a speech that 
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was made by Ronald Reagan. It was 
his first political speech called "A 
Rendezvous With Destiny." In this 
speech he had the answer for it, and I 
address this to both the gentlemen 
who are the authors of this, as maybe 
a reason for it. He said, "There is 
nothing closer to immortality on the 
face of this Earth than a government 
agency once formed." 

You see, problems come up, people 
are concerned with pollution problems 
so we establish an EPA or something 
to deal with that. Then when the 
problem goes away the agency stays. 

I had a little personal experience 
with this as mayor of my city of Tulsa 
and I was able to set a record over a 6-
year period of keeping the size of gov
ernment the same and the number of 
employees the same over a 6-year 
period when most major cities were 
doubling their size of government be
cause of the insatiable appetite that 
politicians have to say, "Yes" to every
one who wants money. 

This week I have the youngest of 
our four children, Katie up here. She 
is 20 years old. That kind of reminded 
me today I was thinking back 20 years 
ago when she was conceived was when 
I was involved in my first political 
office. At that time there was a televi
sion campaign put on by the Tax Limi
tation Committee or someone who is 
offended by what is happening to the 
deficit. Twenty years ago they were 
trying to let the American people see 
how significant that horrible deficit of 
$100 billion was. So they took thou
sand-dollar bills and stacked them up 
and they ended up being as high as 
the Empire State Building. 

Now 20 years later that $100 billion 
is up to $2.3 trillion. It is inconceiv
able. We cannot conceive of how bad 
that is. 

You know the gentleman from Cali
f omia talked about the budget balanc
ing amendment and the fact that 85 
percent of the people wanted it. I will 
be very honest with you, there are 
other ways I would rather do it. I 
would have preferred to have the 
Gramm-Rudman sequestration come 
in to automatically make the cutbacks 
across the board. That is a personal 
preference. Unfortunately, the courts 
came along and took that vehicle away 
from us. 

So I can say in looking around we 
only have one vehicle left and that ve
hicle is what we are talking about here 
today. These two gentlemen had the 
foresight along with many coauthors, 
including myself, to come along with 
this. 

This budget balancing amendment is 
a moderate one. I would pref er one 
that is tighter than this. But unf ortu
nately this is it. This is an opportunity 
we have. I will tell the gentleman from 
Idaho that in a press conference back 
in my home district in Oklahoma last 

week the people were rejoicing that we 
do have this vehicle. 

I would hope that we hold up the 
names of those 240 people or so who 
are on this and let those people at 
home know who is not and if their 
Congressman is not on this then I 
think they should let him know by 
whatever means they have that they 
want him to be on this. 

Again, 99 percent of the people in 
this country want to balance the 
budget, 85 percent of the people ac
cepted this bill, this budget balancing 
amendment as a way of doing it. 

I also, many years ago, served in the 
State Legislature of Oklahoma. 

The gentleman from California 
talked about their budget balancing 
amendment. We had one out in Okla
homa. I will never forget, every legisla
tive session the people, the State legis
lators tried to figure out some way to 
circumvent that because they wanted 
to spend that money to buy more 
votes with. 

But they are unable to do it. A 
budget balancing amendment works. It 
is an easy out if some of the liberals 
would stop and look at it that way. 
They could say, "Well, we can't help 
it, there is a budget-balancing amend
ment, it is in the Constitution so we 
have to do that." 

So there is a vehicle to be used. I 
want both gentlemen to know that 
every fiber of my being is going to join 
in and try to put together this thing so 
that the people of this country can be 
heard. They have spoken loudly and 
clearly and I think what we can do is 
reflect those wishes by passing this 
budget balancing amendment to the 
Constitution. 

Mr. CRAIG. I certainly would like to 
thank my colleague from Oklahoma 
for those statements and for the lead
ership that he is assuming on this 
issue here in Congress. 

An interesting conversation I had a 
couple of days ago with a colleague of 
mine from Idaho who said, "You 
know, I guess probably deficits do not 
matter as much as I thought they 
used to." We now have run nearly a 
$200 billion deficit, higher or lower to 
some extent, for the last several years. 
Yet the economy of this country in 
general except in certain areas seems 
reasonably good. Therefore, apparent
ly it does not make much difference. 

Well, sometimes it does not make 
much difference in the short term but 
the cumulative effect of long-term def
icit spending and the constant build
ing of a national debt I have to be
lieve, with a lot of my colleagues, it 
does make a difference. 

Let me give you some very interest
ing statistics: Interest payments now, 
that is interest on the national debt 
account for 14 percent of the annual 
Federal expenditure. Fourteen percent 
of the budget that we are debating 
here right now that my colleague from 

Texas referred to earlier as off limits, 
cannot be debated, has got to be paid, 
interest on debt. If we did not pay it 
we would be defaulting on our debt. 
Somebody would want to come and 
collect from us. 

Interest payments account for the 
third largest single expenditure of the 
Federal budget behind defense which 
is 29 percent and behind direct pay
ments to individuals which is 42 per
cent. 

Interest, 14 percent, growing very, 
very rapidly. Interest payments, now 
that is interest payments on the debt, 
account for $1,537 per American 
household. 

In 1986 the deficit accounted for 
$3,198 per household. Total Federal 
debt of $2.1 trillion-plus that we are 
now talking about is more money than 
was spent by the Federal Government 
in the first 177 years of this Nation's 
history. 

That is a phenomenally unbelievable 
figure but it is true. So when that gen
tleman from Idaho and I were talking 
and he said, "Apparently deficits do 
not make that much difference," in 
the short term they may not but in 
the long term if it is not corrected and 
deficits pass through to debt, as we do 
every time we lift the debt ceiling of 
this Government, that is the kind of 
thing that happens, that cumulative 
effect that ultimately drives the 
budget out of control and dominates 
our debate here. 

In 1986 alone the Federal debt grew 
at a rate of $418,000 per minute. In 
1987 the Federal deficit consumed ap
proximately 4.5 percent of all the 
money that was generated in this 
country, the gross national product of 
this country. 

Federal debts and Federal deficits 
are significant and their long-range 
impact on this country can be devas
tating. 

I would now like to yield to my col
league from Texas for further re
marks. 

Mr. STENHOLM. I thank my friend 
for yielding. 

As the gentleman was mentioning in
terest on our national debt being 14 
percent of the budget, I could not help 
but observe that in the bill that we 
debate tomorrow in which we have to 
pay the interest, there is no cutting, 
we cannot have a percentage cut, we 
cannot reduce that amount, we have 
to pay it or default on our country's 
obligations; the total amount of inter
est on the national debt in the 1988 
budget is $198.4 billion. 

Now the effort that the Penny
Tauke group have been trying to make 
is a beginning, the first small steps 
toward a balanced budget 4 years from 
tonight, that is the most ideal we 
could ever hope to accomplish-

Mr. CRAIG. If the gentleman will 
yield, why does the gentleman say 4 
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years from tonight? If we were to pass 
a constitutional amendment requiring 
a balanced budget resolution out of 
this House and it were to pass the 
other body to be sent to the people for 
ratification, why not walk us through 
that process and the time that the 
gentleman believes would be necessary 
to take before we can actually arrive 
at a balanced budget. 

Mr. STENHOLM. From the stand
point of logistics and the fact that 
three-fourths of the States must ratify 
that which the Congress submits to 
them, I would anticipate that some 
States would take it up, ideally possi
bly in the fall of this year, should it be 
possible for the House and Senate to 
concur. 

Very doubtful, so I assume that the 
first States would take it up for con
sideration in 1988. 

Some States do not meet in their 
regular legislative years during this 
period of time. Therefore, we must ac
knowledge it would take at least 1989 
in which all of the 50 States would 
have an opportunity to ratify this pro
posed amendment. 

Then I add another year of the nec
essary paperwork which must occur. 

So I am saying 4 years is a reasona
ble time from the standpoint of just 
physically getting it done. It is also a 
reasonable period of time because I am 
not one of those who believe, as some 
do, that all we have to do is wave the 
magic wand and we could balance the 
budget this year. It is physically im
possible to balance the budget this 
year. Physically impossible is defined 
by the current administration and the 
current makeup of this Congress and 
the fact that if I were made king it 
would be difficult, if not impossible, to 
balance our budget with the current 
economic situation that we have. It is 
too far out of balance. 

So what I am saying is let us set a 
reasonable timetable. There are cer
tain things that we are going to have 
to do this year whether it is Gramm
Rudman-Hollings, Chiles, Rostenkow
ski, Foley, whoever is going to be in
volved in doing those necessary things 
to begin cutting down this deficit. We 
have to do certain things this year and 
they are not going to be easy to do. 
For example, I mentioned $198.4 bil
lion interest costs. That is up $6.7 bil
lion from last year. 

Now the frustration I feel, as we 
have been trying to cut $7 billion in 
spending, we have lost it all in interest 
and that is why I marvel at some in 
this Congress who say deficits do not 
matter. We still have those few among 
us who believe the answer to this defi
cit is to cut taxes. There are still some 
true believers that that is the answer. 

D 1940 
But how in the world do the facts 

bear that out? 

Let me quickly point out what we 
are talking about in this amendment. 
We are saying that the President 
would be required to submit a bal
anced budget. We acknowledge that 
the President has to be a player in this 
effort. We also say that the Congress 
and the President would be required 
to establish by joint resolution a single 
revenue estimate which total outlays 
for that fiscal year may not exceed, 
unless Congress so provides by a roll
call vote of three-fifths of the total 
membership of both Houses. That is 
important. How often have we heard 
the debate of whether it is OMB or 
CBO or whose numbers we are going 
to use? And how easy it is to jiggle 
that. 

We are saying that the Congress 
must provide for this under the Con
stitution of the United States with the 
full concurrence of the President. We 
also require the Congress to provide 
by law for the repayment of any 
actual deficit incurred during the pre
vious year. This has been one of the 
changes we have put into this to 
answer some of the valid charges we 
have heard. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, let me ask 
the gentleman a question at this point. 

The gentleman is saying that, under 
our amendment, under our proposed 
resolution, under certain circum
stances, there could be a deficit, but if 
a deficit occurred as the result of a re
cession or as the result of certain eco
nomic circumstances or a failure to ef
fectively estimate revenue, the Con
gress would have to come back next 
year and deal with that deficit? 

Mr. STENHOLM. Absolutely, in a 
balanced budget format in which we 
recognize, as the gentleman said, that 
our national economy is different from 
the economy of Idaho or Texas. We 
have national obligations under the 
Constitution to provide for the general 
welfare of the United States, and, 
therefore, it is impossible for us to 
deal to the penny on what is going to 
occur or not going to occur since we 
are now in a worldwide economy and 
we have to learn how to deal with 
that. We recognize that, and we say 
that if the budget is out of balance de
spite the best efforts of the Congress 
and the President, we acknowledge 
that that can happen, but we say we 
will deal with it in the following year. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, my col
league also said something else that I 
found very interesting. He mentioned 
that the President must submit a bal
anced budget along with the Congress, 
working also to submit and ratify a 
balanced budget. This is a first, is it 
not, in the Constitution? 

Mr. STENHOLM. Yes, it is in fact a 
first, and it comes as a result of the 
frustration that a lot of us feel with 
the current dilemma that we face. 

I liken it to what occurred 200 years 
ago again. Patrick Henry was an inter-

esting personality. He fought this Con
stitution with all of the might and 
soul that he could muster because he 
did not wish to see a supreme Federal 
Government. So he fought this Consti
tution. He carried it to the States, as 
we have talked about. That is what 
has to happen with this, also. If the 
Congress approves it, the States have 
to ratify it. In the Virginia legislature, 
he carried that fight up until the 
bitter end, when the Virginia legisla
ture voted 89 to 77 to ratify the Con
stitution of the United States. 

That night, there was a crowd that 
gathered waiting for him to make an
other of his firebrand speeches, ex
pecting that he was going to lead the 
charge to Washington or wherever 
this newly created United States of 
America and its Constitution thereof 
would be, but he surprised them that 
night. He made one of the shortest 
speeches of his life, in which he ac
knowledged this: 

I have fought this Constitution with every 
means that I possibly have because I believe 
it not to be in the best interest of Virginia 
and the United States thereof. But we have 
fought it in the proper place and we have 
lost. Go home, and let's make it work. 

Now, that is part of the problem we 
have today, and we in a bipartisan way 
have said that when we have a Presi
dent that continues on a certain eco
nomic game plan that is or is not 
working, he should not be allowed 
under the Constitution to submit an 
unbalanced budget to the Congress 
and then say to the American people, 
"It's the Congress' fault." 

We say, let us quit playing that 
game. Let us, both of us, get in it and 
play by the same assumptions and 
rules and let the Constitution say to 
both branches of Government what 
they should do and let the third one 
judge us accordingly. I think that 
makes eminently good sense. 

Mr. Speaker, I see that our col
league, the gentleman from Delaware 
[Mr. CARPER], has arrived. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

I now wish to yield time to my col
league, the gentleman from Delaware, 
Mr. TOM CARPER, who has joined with 
us in this bipartisan coalition that I 
spoke of earlier to build the momen
tum that has brought this resolution 
to the floor with its 234 cosponsors. 

Mr. Speaker, in saying that, I do not 
want the RECORD to show that the gen
tleman from Delaware [Mr. CARPER] 
has not led on the issue of a balanced 
budget amendment. In the last Con
gress, when the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STENHOLM] and I offered an 
amendment and were able to build 
considerable support, the gentleman 
from Delaware [Mr. CARPER] also in
troduced his own balanced budget 
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amendment and got considerable co
sponsorship. 

I think his presence here tonight 
demonstrates how important we in a 
bipartisan sense believe this issue to 
be, how critical it is that it be brought 
to this floor, to the well in which I 
stand, for the appropriate debate and 
for the appropriate up-and-down vote. 
His presence in joining with us in this 
coalition that has crafted the balanced 
budget amendment was critical in 
broadening our base of support. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I not only welcome 
our colleague here tonight, but I 
thank him for his direct and aggres
sive participation in this critical issue. 
I now yield to the gentleman from 
Delaware [Mr. CARPER]. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank my friend, the gentleman 
from Idaho, for yielding to me and 
giving me the opportunity to partici
pate with him and with our colleague, 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEN
HOLM], in bringing to the American 
people some of the reasons why we 
think this issue is so important and 
perhaps sharing with them some of 
the reasons why we think the issue 
has progressed as far as it has in the 
lOOth Congress. 

I, as the gentleman suggested, was 
one of several Members who offered 
balanced budget amendments in the 
last Congress. In fact, I suppose bal
anced budget amendments to the Con
stitution have been around for about 
as long as any of us have been around, 
not only on Capitol Hill but literally 
on the face of this Earth. There have 
been a lot of balanced budget amend
ments proposed over the years. 

I think what we are getting to in this 
particular issue of a balanced budget 
amendment-and this, I suppose, was 
discussed earlier in this special order
is not an amendment that mandates a 
balanced budget every single year. We 
realize, or we are smart enough, I 
hope, to realize that that is not appro
priate. In fact, it is probably not only 
bad politics but bad economics. Per
sonally, I feel there are times when an 
unbalanced budget is appropriate. For 
example, in times of economic reces
sion or deep depression or in a time of 
war or perhaps of a national emergen
cy, I think it may be appropriate for 
the Federal Government to spend 
more than it takes in. The real prob
lem that we have seen in at least the 
last 10 or 15 years is that during peri
ods of rather strong sustained econom
ic growth we have not had balanced 
budgets. I go back to a couple of years, 
during the Ford and Carter adminis
trations, from 1976 to 1989, when we 
had very strong economic growth for 
the 4-year period. We have had sus
tained economic growth for the last 5 
years, and yet during that period of 
time, during the 1970's and certainly 
during this period in the 1980's we 
have not come very close to a balanced 

budget. In fact, at this point in time, 
we are even further away now than we 
were 10 years ago. 

The amendment that is before us 
that we will hopefully be voting on 
later this year is not one that says, let 
us balance the budget next year. It is 
not one that says, let us balance the 
budget in 1989 either. What it is de
signed to do is to say, let us set a date 
certain, 1991 or 1992, by which time 
we expect our President to off er at 
least one budget that is in balance. 

This President that we now have
and I do not say this in a partisan 
sense because his predecessors did not 
do a whole lot better-this President 
has never offered a budget that is in 
balance. He talks about it, but he has 
not offered one that is in balance. And 
again his predecessors did not do a 
great deal better. 

We would like to see, starting in the 
1990's Presidents who offer at least 
one budget each year that is in bal
ance. We would like to have the oppor
tunity to correct what I think is a real 
flaw in a basic building block of our 
budget process. We do not do a very 
good job of agreeing on a sound, solid 
revenue number on which to build a 
budget. 
If we look at all the problems we 

have had with budget deficits in the 5 
years I have been here in the Con
gress, a large part of the problem is 
that we simply overestimate economic 
growth and we overestimate revenues, 
and then we end up with a bigger defi
cit than we had hoped for. Our 
amendment, the one that we have 
sponsored collectively, borrows a little 
bit from what we have done in Dela
ware and also borrows some of what 
has been done in other States. What 
we say is that we want the President 
and the House of Representatives and 
the Senate to agree by a joint resolu
tion at the beginning of the budget 
process to say that this is what our 
revenue number is going to be. We 
would try to take the politics out of it, 
if we can, and we would try to say that 
this is a good solid revenue number on 
which we shall build this budget. 

The third aspect of this balanced 
budget amendment is one that I think 
is quite different from some of the 
others, and it has to do with the fact 
that we give ourselves some flexibility 
in unbalancing that budget. But in 
doing so, we still say that unless three
fifths of the House and three-fifths of 
the Senate are going to agree to unbal
ance the budget, we are not going to 
unbalance it. 

Those are the facts. We are going to 
make it a little tougher to raise taxes. 
Right now, with as many Members as 
we have here on the floor tonight, 
under the current law and the current 
procedure in Congress, we could raise 
taxes. If we were in a normal session 
of the legislature, we could do it on a 
voice vote. I do not think that is right. 

We are going to make it tougher, and 
we are going to require, as my col
leagues know, a minimum of 218 in the 
House and 51 in the Senate to raise 
taxes in the future. 

These are some of the things we are 
doing. We are not making it impossible 
to raise taxes. We are not making it 
impossible to unbalance the budget, 
but we are going to make it more diffi
cult. 

We have been battling here over the 
last couple of weeks on spending bills 
as they come to the floor, and my col
league, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. STENHoLMl has led the charge on 
a number of issues. We are trying to 
limit the deficits by limiting spending. 
We are trying to cut in half the in
creases-and they are relatively 
modest increases-in spending by re
ducing by half the modest growth in 
the spending bills coming to the floor. 
But it is not easy. To the extent that 
we could have the moral force of the 
Constitution behind those efforts, I 
think we will enhance those efforts 
and help bring the day closer on which 
we may operate in a fiscally responsi
ble way that we can all be proud of. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague, 
the gentleman from Idaho [Mr. 
CRAIG], for taking out this special 
order. I thank him for the leadership 
he has shown, not just in this year and 
last year but in the year before that 
and the year before that on this issue. 
I salute my colleague, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], as a 
Democrat who is giving us the full 
measure of his bipartisan participation 
in this effort. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Delaware. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. CRAIG. I yield to my colleague, 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to follow up what my colleague, 
the gentleman from Delaware [Mr. 
CARPER], said when he talked about in
creases in revenues. 

The bill that the gentleman from 
Idaho [Mr. CRAIG] and I were on a 
couple of years ago, and again last 
year contained provisions in which we 
were trying to make it more difficult 
to raise taxes. We were saying at one 
time that it would take a 60-percent or 
a three-fifths vote to raise taxes. But 
it suddenly occurred to many of us 
that raising taxes is the most difficult 
vote any of us can cast. We are going 
through that today, and we are going 
to prove it over the next several weeks. 

Therefore, we provide that revenue 
may be raised by a majority vote pro
vided you have a rollcall, so that if in 
the judgment of the House or the 
Senate collectively the feeling is that 
we must raise revenue in order to bal
ance this budget by 1991, we provide 
that it can be done, but it must be 
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done publicly, the reasoning being 
that if we are going to vote those 
taxes, we can be darned sure that that 
which we spend it for will be defensi
ble rather than what we have in our 
current situation. I think that is a very 
key point in this debate, particularly 
as it affects those who have opposed 
this process called the constitutional 
process for arriving at this point, be
cause they say it hamstrings us. 

But my colleague, the gentleman 
from Delaware, has already pointed 
out another key improvement that I 
readily acknowledge comes as a result 
of his work and the work of those that 
he has brought into this collective 
process in pointing out that sometimes 
it is not good politics or good econom
ics for us to have a balanced budget in 
any particular year, but we provide 
that we make it up instead of passing 
it on to our children and our grand
children in the form of debt. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
Texas, for those observations. 

We believe that the lOOth Congress 
of the United States is the appropriate 
place and this is the appropriate time 
to debate and to vote upon a constitu
tional amendment requiring a federal
ly balanced budget. 

D 1955 
As I mentioned earlier, I am not 

talking about a law that we would 
pass, we, Members of the U.S. Con
gress, because the Constitution does 
not allow us to do that. 

It is not our law. We can only pro
pose to the American people a consti
tutional change which ultimately be
comes constitutional law. 

Once in place, of course, we must 
live with it. We must abide by it as 
Members of Congress; but we cannot 
pass it out, and that is the uniqueness 
of a constitutional law. 

It is the people's law. They alone by 
three-fourths of the States so ratify
ing can change the Constitution of the 
United States. 

We can only by a two-thirds vote of 
this body and of the other body pro
pose for ratification that change, so in 
other words, when we have a constitu
tional amendment requiring a bal
anced budget, we here in the Congress 
cannot change it overnight. 

We cannot say that it is no longer 
appropriate. We cannot live with it, 
and we will waive the provision. 

Only the American people can make 
that decision; and as we know on nu
merous occasions, some 26 occasions in 
the history of this country, have we 
chosen to change the Constitution, to 
either add or delete amendments 
changing the nature in which this 
Government will operate, changing 
the nature in which this Congress will 
operate. 

To me that is critically important, 
not only for the Members of the 
House, but for the American public to 
understand, so tonight we are in es
sence beginning a debate and a discus
sion that will propose to the American 
people a change in their law, their 
Constitution; and if that so changes by 
a three-fourths ratification vote of the 
50 States, then it becomes the law that 
will govern us. 

As the gentleman from Delaware 
said, and the gentleman from Texas, 
then a process will start which will 
lead us to a balanced budget by the 
early 1990's, 1991, 1992, as is so man
dated. 

I think that is the essence of what 
we do here tonight, and I think it is 
most important that we understand 
that, because I have numerous people 
saying, "Congressman, why don't you 
balance the budget? Why don't you 
pass a law?" 

We have done that, as I said earlier. 
On at least three occasion since the 
mid-1970's, this body has passed a law 
requiring a balanced budget; but there 
is one real and fundamental differ
ence. 

Those laws we passed we can change 
by a majority vote of this House at 
any time we can gain that vote of 
those Members present and voting, 
but once in the Constitution, only 
States can change it. Only the people 
of the United States can ratify or 
reject, and that is the very real differ
ence that will drive the process that 
will move us toward fiscal responsibil
ity. 

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, there has been a 
tremendous amount of rhetoric and grand
standing over the need to reduce our Federal 
budget deficit-and yet, no meaningful action 
has been taken on this critical issue. 

We all recognize the importance of balanc
ing the budget to ensure continued economic 
growth. Sadly, however, we are letting our 
words speak louder than our actions-all at 
the expense of the American public. Our fail
ure to resolve the debt crisis is threatening 
not only our generation but future generations 
as well, leaving them a legacy of fiscal irre
sponsibility and massive deficits. 

We in Congress have both the opportunity 
and an obligation to restore fiscal responsibil
ity to the budget process and effectively re
solve the debt crisis. Support for House Joint 
Resolution 321, the balanced budget amend
ment will steer us from our current reckless 
spending course and put us back on the road 
to economic prosperity by establishing much
needed budgetary constraints. 

The President has mandated a balanced 
budget, but perhaps more importantly, the 
American people have made clear their sup
port for this constitutional amendment. In fact, 
a recent New York Times poll found that 85 
percent of the American public favors an 
amendment to the U.S. Constitution requiring 
a balanced Federal budget. Clearly, we have 
been commissioned by the people to enact 
this legislation and end the debt crisis. 

The President recently stated that the defi
cit problem presents "an opportunity to con
struct a new, leaner, better focused, and 
better managed Federal structure supporting a 
more productive and more competitive Amer- · 
ica". Such an opportunity must not be missed 
and I urge my colleagues to support this Bal
anced Budget Amendment. 

Mr. ROBERT F. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, I take 
great pride in joining my friends and col
leagues from Texas, Idaho, Delaware, and 
elsewhere in offering today's remarks about 
one of the most important issues we'll face in 
this historic 1 OOth Congress, the balanced 
budget amendment to our Constitution. 

I'm delighted that I can stand here today as 
a coauthor of House Joint Resolution 321, 
which now boasts total sponsorship of 234 
Members of this House-Democrat and Re
publican alike-more sponsors than any in 
this House's history. 

I think there are at least three good reasons 
why House Joint Resolution 321 can and 
should be successful this year: the Nation's 
desperate need for this legislation; the lan
guage changes in the bill; and our amend
ment's overwhelming public support. 

I don't think I need to remind every Member 
of this House of the critical need to put our 
fiscal house in order. As this Nation cele
brates its 200th anniversary as a constitutional 
republic, a public debt amounting to more 
than $2 trillion and climbing, today casts its 
gloomy shadow over the future of our Nation 
and the generations of Americans who will 
follow us. 

If we don't do something about that debt
and more to to the point-about the shared fi
nancial irresponsibility which has caused it, I 
fear that we'll violate one of the most basic 
principles of this Nation, one that has guided 
Americans since before there was an Amer
ica: the principle that it's up to us to leave our 
children in a better world than we inherited. 

Second, our amendment this year is unique 
in its language and considerably more appeal
ing to a broad political spectrum than any 
before it. Working from the successes of past 
amendments and discarding the failures, we 
fashioned a solidly responsible and innovative
ly flexible legislation. 

We closed the loops where statistical and 
judgmental opinions other than those of elect
ed officials had taken precedent in past 
amendments. 

We demanded for the first time that the 
President and the Congress reach agreement 
on revenue projections-by law-before the 
budget process starts. 

We added a "next-year payback" provision 
in recognition of the fact that even the best 
and most honest of budgets must be flexible 
enough to withstand the rigors of the unex
pected. Should events beyond our control 
force a deficit in any single year, repayment of 
that deficit will automatically become the first 
priority of the very next year's budget process. 

We closed the debating loophole in our war 
provision, making suspension of this article 
automatic in cases of a declared war. 

And we recognized reality in making the 
amendment effective in 1991, the same time 
we still hope that deficits will be eliminated if 
we stick to the Gramm-Rudman schedule. 
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Which brings me to the third point: the phe

nomenal support enjoyed by this amendment. 
A New York Times/CBS poll released in 

May of this year showed that 85 percent of 
the American people now want this amend
ment in the Constitution. Let me repeat that: 
85 percent; more than 8 out of every 1 O of 
our constituents. 

But we realize that polls-however large
are nameless, faceless statistics and easy to 
reject. That's why we're so pleased that a co
alition of more than 6 million people around 
this Nation, with names and faces, is pledged 
to help us pass House Joint Resolution 321. 

They include the National Taxpayers Union, 
the National Tax Limitation Committee, Citi
zens for a Sound Economy, and the Eagle 
Forum. 

They also include national associations for 
bankers, realtors, wholesaler-distributors and 
homebuilders; the Farm Bureau; NFIB; the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, and National As
sociation of Manufacturers. Even the national 
association for State legislators. 

A knock on your door urging your support, 
by someone important to you or important to 
your district, is virtually inevitable. 

I urge any of our colleagues in this House 
who aren't already cosponsors of House Joint 
Resolution 321 to join us now. 

This bill will pass this House in this Con
gress. Join our growing majority now. 

Mr. SCHAEFER. Mr. Speaker, our immense 
national debt, presently exceeding $2 trillion, 
poses a serious threat to the economic well
being of this country. Repeatedly Congress 
has vowed to make deficit reduction its pri
mary goal, yet Federal spending continues to 
reach unprecedented proportions. It has 
become apparent that Congress lacks the 
commitment to fiscal responsibility necessary 
to bring the deficit under control. 

I am proud to be an original cosponsor of 
House Joint Resolution 321, which would 
begin the process to amend the Constitution 
to require a balanced Federal budget. It is un
fortunate that we must force Congress to bal
ance the budget through a constitutional 
amendment, but for too long Congress has 
shirked its responsibility to provide fiscal order 
in the Federal budget. 

Every year since 1982 Government receipts 
have increased over the previous year, but 
spending le 'leis have increased more. The 
budget for the next fiscal year does not elimi
nate even 1 of the 1,500 spending programs 
funded by the Federal Government. In fact 
over half the savings will come from the single 
largest mandated tax increase in our history. 
Over 75 percent of the $93 billion in savings 
in the next 3 years will come from new taxes, 
and accounting gimmicks through loan refi
nancing. 

I call on my colleagues to join me and over 
230 other Members in cosponsoring this legis
lation. I also urge you to contact Congress
man RODINO, chairman of the House Judiciary 
Committee, and ask him to expedite consider
ation of this legislation. Both a majority of the 
American people and of Congress support this 
amendment, and it is time we impose external 
discipline on the Federal budget process and 
reign in excess Federal spending. 

Mr. BOUL TEA. Mr. Speaker, I want to thank 
Mr. CRAIG and Mr. STENHOLM for their work 

and courageous effort with House Joint Reso
lution 321, the balanced budget constitutional 
amendment. 

Congress has tried before, through the pas
sage of balanced budget laws, to call for a 
balanced budget at some magical point in the 
future; but it has never worked. 

For instance in 1978 Public Law 95-435 
mandated a balanced Federal budget by 
1981. In April of 1979, Congress, facing the 
need to again raise the Nation's, quote, "tem
porary debt ceiling," added language to Public 
Law 96-5 providing for Congress to balance 
the Federal budget for 1980 through 1983. In 
1980, Public Law 96-389, quote, "reaffirmed 
the commitment of the Congress that begin
ning with fiscal year 1981, the total budget 
outlays of the Federal Government shall not 
exceed its receipts." 

Yet still, we continue to be faced with the 
problem. 

Recognizing this pattern, as I think most 
every Member of Congress does, one of my 
first official acts as a Member of Congress 
was to become an original cosponsor of the 
balanced budget amendment which was intro
duced during the 99th Congress. 

We consistently hear, in floor speech after 
floor speech, of how we, Congress, need to 
buckle down, make those difficult decisions, 
and just try to even cut a little spending. This 
was again debated here on the floor today. 
But after all this jabber, we all know that noth
ing has, or I venture to say will, be done. 

As both Mr. CRAIG and Mr. STENHOLM 
know, I just this morning presided over a 
meeting of the Grace caucus, which I founded 
and now chair with my good friend from Lou
isiana, BUDDY ROEMER. You both are 2 of the 
160 congressional Grace caucus members, 
from both sides of the aisle, who have been 
trying now for 3 years to just cut, not elimi
nate, but cut inefficiency and duplication out 
of the system we now call our Federal Gov
ernment. 

Even though we did have 80 Grace caucus 
recommendations pass during the 99th Con
gress, and even though these measures are 
saving $37 .8 billion during 1987 alone, which 
is what we are talking about here today
saving money and reducing the budget deficit; 
the problem still remains. That problem is no 
measure of enforcement to restrain or limit 
the level of congressional spending. And while 
I am the first to admit that it is our job, as 
Members of Congress, to make those oh so 
often referred to "difficult choices", it's unfor
tunate that, as a body, we just can't do ·that. 

I have always been one to say that while 
politics is always a principle element of histo
ry, it's a shame that the study of history is 
rarely an element of politics. We all know that 
there are two sides to every coin, and that 
politics is mostly a matter of opinion, however 
not even politics can ignore facts. 

The fact of this matter is that history has 
consistently, and very clearly, proven that 
Congress cannot control its own spending 
habits. This inability, and the continuing pres
sure from interest groups that propel this 
spending, are jeopardizing the future for our 
children, and their children. 

That is why I have been, and will remain, a 
supporter of the balanced budget amendment 
and the efforts of Messrs. CRAIG, STENHOLM, 

SMITH, CARPER, and the many others who are 
now one of the approximately 215 Members, 
who have given and enlisted their support, by 
becoming cosponsors of this resolution. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
subject of my special order tonight. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
BERMAN). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, in closing 

tonight, it has been well said by the 
gentlemen from Delaware, Texas, and 
Oklahoma, who were with us earlier, 
that this is an important time and 
place to be discussing this most critical 
issue. 

Not only is it the bicentennial of our 
Constitution and the lOOth session of 
this Congress, but it is a time when 
this Nation is embroiled in the great
est budget crisis, I believe, in the histo
ry of our country, since the ratifica
tion of that Constitution and the for
mation of this present form of govern
ment. 

We have said tonight why we believe 
it is critically important that we 
change the process, that we move in a 
new direction that ultimately brings 
us to a balanced budget; and, in the 
coming days, there will be additional 
special orders, and we hope a debate, a 
most important debate on the floor of 
this House, and an opportunity by the 
15th of September, as the gentleman 
from Texas has said, to vote up or 
down, to show the American people 
where this body stands on this most 
important issue, a constitutional 
amendment to the U.S. Constitution 
requiring a federally balanced budget. 

COLONEL OLIVER NORTH'S 
TESTIMONY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tlewoman from Calif omia [Mrs. 
BOXER] is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, I don't 
believe I've ever been as proud to be a 
Member of Congress as I am today. 
The eloquent statements given today 
by Senator INOUYE and the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] at the 
Select Committee investigating the 
Iran-Contra scandal brought home 
what our democracy is all about. 
Today, I take this time to present my 
views on Colonel North's testimony in 
response to the hundreds of telegrams 
and letters I have received. 

Colonel Oliver North raises many se
rious questions in his testimony-ques
tions which go far beyond whether he 
is a sympathetic, idealistic, tough 
American. These questions reach to 
the very heart of our democracy and 
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are key to the essence of the Constitu
tion. 

Are we a Nation of laws, not men? 
Do the ends justify the means? 
Have the checks and balances built 

into our Government by our founders 
to guard against a tyrannical executive 
branch outgrown their usefulness? 

Should there be a privatization of 
foreign policy? 

Colonel North talks of the impor
tance of covert operations. Few ques
tion the need for covert operations 
and such operations are not new. The 
point is that they must be undertaken 
with the approval of the appropriate 
committees of the House and Senate. 
When the covert activities become 
open they move into the light of day 
with the entire Congress having the 
obligation to endorse or oppose. That 
is what happened with the Contra war 
in Nicaragua. 

In 1985 the Congress said no. After 
long and difficult debate the Congress 
said no and passed the Boland amend
ment. Boland suspected that the ad
ministration would try to ignore it, so 
the amendment outlawed any type of 
aid to the Contras, overt or covert, 
direct or indirect. That law got the 
goat of the President of the United 
States and the administration set out 
to ignore Boland, get around it-even 
to raise private funds as "private" citi
zens. Imagine anyone believing that 
the President can ever be a "private" 
citizen as he welcomed donors to the 
White House. 

When Congress speaks it is the 
people speaking. So failing to respect 
the laws that Congress passes is the 
ultimate disrespect of the people. 

Colonel North felt that his ends
freeing the hostages and supporting 
the Contras in Nicaragua-were so im
portant that he engaged in lies and 
shredding and law breaking and cover
ups. Only because he knew that crimi
nal penalties might ensue did he 
choose to admit these things. There is 
no question that the handsome 
Marine admitting all these no no's in
spires sympathy. But we must get 
beyond this image and look at what he 
did. 

To free the hostages-and he admit
ted he wanted to do that before the 
President's reelection in November 
1984-he sold American arms to the 
Government of the biggest terrorist
the Ayatollah Khomeini who has tor
mented Americans since the Embassy 
seizure under Carter. Imagine selling 
arms to this man, and imagine direct
ing the profits of that arms sale-prof
its which rightly belong to the Ameri
can people-to a private network of 
businessmen. 

So while the President was chastis
ing others not to sell arms to Iran, 
there was Albert Hakim, private arms 
dealer posing as President Reagan's in
terPreter, making foreign policy with 
Colonel North at his side. 

Two hostages were released out of 
seven. Several more were taken then 
and more have been taken since; the 
Iranians leaked the story; our Govern
ment was humiliated in the eyes of 
the world, the Arms Export Control 
Act was no doubt violated; the Neu
trality Act was no doubt violated; and 
Iraq felt we had taken the side of Iran, 
since word got out that our Colonel 
North had pledged to Iran the full 
force of the United States in case the 
Government of Iran was falling, in ad
dition to the comment that the head 
of the Iraqi Government must go. 
When questioned on all this, the Colo
nel said he lied and lied and lied some 
more to the Iranians. Was that before 
or after he said the real goal was to 
open up a dialog with them? 

So it is no wonder that Iraq felt we 
had taken the side of Iran and don't 
be surprised to see that the fallout of 
the Colonel's actions could well be 
more of our young people in harm's 
way, as the President embarks on a 
plan to reflag Kuwaiti ships. Kuwait is 
Iraq's ally and the President must 
prove he is not on the side of Iran. 

Aid to the Contras brings passionate 
words from Colonel North despite the 
fact that the leadership of the Contras 
is in disarray; that many of the Con
tras leaders who believe in democracy 
are gone; that may of those who 
remain are former Somocistas, who 
were part of Somoza's hated national 
guard, eventually thrown out by the 
Nicaraguan people; that the Contras 
have gotten support for 5 years and 
have failed; that the democracy in the 
Philippines and the emerging democ
racy in South Korea have come about 
by the will of the people in those 
countries-not by the sword-their 
own or America's. 

Colonel North said when he looked 
around for his covert operation he 
couldn't call on Mother Teresa so he 
picked a man he said was a liar, a 
cheat and a man making enormous 
sums of money-Mr. Ghorbanifar. It is 
interesting that North cited a religious 
leader like Mother Teresa. Just ask 
the nuns in the Philippines about the 
moral force of their bodies as they 
faced the Marcos tanks. The point is 
Colonel North overlooks the true force 
of morality and truth and humanity 
and turns to blood and guts-a code 
name he used. 

Those dedicated to democracy 
should learn from history and endorse 
peace initiatives in the region like the 
Contadora process or the Arias propos
al. Colonel North's beloved military so
lution in Nicaragua has led to blood
shed and death-death and torture of 
men, women and children. Colonel 
North's eyes well up with tears when 
he talks about fallen marines and 
indeed they should. Where are his 
tears for the thousands of deaths in 
Central America? Where are his tears 
for the true victims of the Contras 

war-the women and children and 
helpless, the innocents without ideolo
gy. 

And even if you think Colonel 
North's Contra war is the best way, it 
is not up to him to choose it. It is up 
to his Congressman and Senator 
through the democratic process
through laws passed by both Houses 
of Congress and signed by the Presi
dent. That is the way our founders 
saw it 200 years ago and it's worked 
very well, thank you. No, not perfect
ly, but the best there is in the world. 

Let's take Colonel North's view of 
this role further than it has been 
taken. 

Suppose we agree with Colonel 
North that the ends justify the means. 
That if, in our democracy, Congress 
does not support a policy that he con
siders crucial, it is fine for an elite 
secret super agency to carry it out 
anyway. 

Now let us suppose further that this 
policy is to do away with newspapers 
that oppose aid to the Contras. Let us 
suppose in Colonel North's mind that 
this is a valid objective because he 
thinks aid to the Contras is being jeop
ardized by liberal or moderate news 
editors. So, with his super-secret pri
vate agency, funded by private arms 
sales and donations, he starts a pro
gram. to buy out these newspapers or 
maybe secretly harass editors and 
owners by lying to them about threats 
on their lives or their families' lives. 
Lies certainly are part of North's rep
ertoire. 

The super secret agency could 
"target" certain Members of Congress 
for def eat by pouring money into op
ponents' campaigns, and if that 
doesn't work, spreading disinformation 
about these Members and their fami
lies. Disinformation is certainly part of 
North's repertoire. I can see him 
saying: "Aid to the Contras was so im
portant to the national security of my 
country that I lied every time I had a 
chance to beat this or that Member of 
Congress." 

Outrageous? Yes, but certainly not 
impossible if you listened to Colonel 
North's statements about CIA Direc
tor Bill Casey and his dream of an ex
panded "free-standing" CIA, separate 
from the Government, funded by the 
arms sales. 

The line between domestic and for
eign policy is quite thin. If it appeared 
that elected officials were blocking the 
will of this super secret agency, the 
Joe McCarthy era would look like a 
birthday party. 

So behind the blue eyes and the ar
ticulate voice and the expression of 
deeply felt ideals, lies some very trou
bling notions. What is to stop other 
secret organizations from springing up 
based on their own strongly held be
liefs? These organizations could be on 
the fringes of the right or the left. 
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And they might use assassinations to 
fulfill their goals? What would we 
have? Chaos and anarchy. Maybe fol
lowed by martial law. Kind of like the 
governments of some nations that 
Colonel North is so anxious to bring 
democracy to. 

In this year of the Constitution let 
us not lose the greatest democracy on 
Earth because we have failed to see 
what has made it great. Let us not put 
any man or woman above the law, for 
ours is a Government of, by, and for 
the people. Not a Government of, by, 
and for Ollie North or Bill Casey or 
even Ronald Reagan. Government of, 
by, and for the people-let us never 
forget. 

USAIM IS NEEDED 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York CMr. FISH] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I would like to an
nounce the recent formation of the U.S. Asso
ciation for International Migration [USAIM], a 
new private organization committed to helping 
refugees, displaced persons, and migrants. I 
am proud to be one of four congressional col
leagues joining 11 other committed Americans 
on its board of directors. Mr. Speaker, I be
lieve USAIM deserves the wholehearted en
dorsement of Congress. 

The gentleman from Wyoming, Senator 
ALAN SIMPSON, and the gentleman from New 
Jersey, Congressman PETER RODINO, have 
accepted the joint honor of being cochairmen 
of the board. Senator PAUL SIMON has also 
been named to the board. 

This innovative, nonpolitical organization will 
seek to raise money from the private sector in 
the United States to meet the unfulfilled 
needs of refugees, migrants, and displaced 
persons around the world. In particular, the 
new effort is intended to complement the 
work of the Intergovernmental Committee for 
Migration [ICM], an organization of 33 
member governments which has been provid
ing resettlement assistance to refugees and 
migrants for over 35 years. 

At the opening board meeting, the director 
general of ICM, James L. Carlin, an individual 
I have worked with and respected for many 
years, welcomed the plan of USAIM to seek 
new resources when governments resources 
are unavailable. At the meeting, Mr. Carlin 
stated "the unfulfilled needs of refugees and 
migrants are well known. Governments, inter
national organizations, and private agencies 
are hard pressed to cope with the myriad of 
humanitarian problems arising from the dislo
cation and resettlement of people." 

USAIM will focus its initial activities on the 
needs of these individuals not currently being 
helped by governments or other sources of 
funding. These include such priorities as 
handicapped refugees who have been difficult 
to resettle, unmet medical needs of refugees 
and displaced persons, experimental and in
novative programming to seek solutions to mi
grant and refugee pressures in Central Amer
ica, and problems of refugee and migrant 
women. 

Additional support will also be sought for 
ICM's successful "Return of Talent" pro
grams, which assist countries in Latin America 
and Africa to get highly qualified professionals 
and specialists to return home and help in de
velopment. 

ICM's regional and international seminars, 
important for international discussion of prob
lems in the resettlement of migrants and refu
gees, will also be supported. On various occa
sions I have been privileged to attend these 
meetings in Geneva. At these meetings, ex
perts from many countries come to share their 
individual experience in hopes of finding more 
universal and innovative solutions. 

A reserve fund will also be established to 
make money immediately available to ICM or 
other relevant assistance organizations in 
case of emergencies-a frequent occurrence 
when dealing with refugees and displaced per
sons. 

These are ambitious plans. None of us 
expect the new organization to meet its goals 
overnight. Nor can USAIM replace the neces
sary and basic funding of refugee relief and 
resettlement, and assistance to displaced per
sons in critical situations, areas which are 
rightly the responsibility of governments. But 
USAIM is off to an auspicious start, and, not 
to overwork the metaphor, it is aiming in the 
right direction. 

Many of USAIM's board members have 
worked for many years to find workable solu
tions to the problems of refugees and dis
placed persons. The president of the new as
sociation, Edwin Shapiro of New York, was 
chairman of HIAS (the Hebrew Immigration 
Aid Society) for many years. The vice presi
dent, former Ambassador Francis Dale, 
served as U.S. Ambassador to the U.N. mis
sions in Geneva in the 1970's and, following 
his term of service, took a trip to Southeast 
Asia to examine the refugee situation for the 
State Department. 

Gretchen S. Bolton, secretary of the new 
association, has represented ICM in Washing
ton since 1980, and Phylis Eisen, the associa
tion's treasurer, have worked with us on immi
gration and refugee policy from positions in 
several organizations in Washington since the 
1970's. 

The other founding board members, repre
sent a cross-section of American interests and 
experience on this subject. They include 
Carlos J. Arboleya from Miami, Barbara Herz
berg from Washington, Ambassador Ignacio 
Lozano from Los Angeles, George B. Reid, 
Jr., also from Washington, James P. Rice from 
Chicago, George L. Warren, Jr., from Geneva 
and Washington, and Richard W. Wheeler 
from New York. 

THE NEED FOR CONGRESS AND 
THE ADMINISTRATION TO DIS
TINGUISH APPAREL MANUFAC
TURERS FROM APPAREL CON
TRACTORS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania CMr. 
RITTER] is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, we can anticipate 
that H.R. 1154-Textile and Apparel Trade 
Act of 1987-will be on the floor of the House 

in the near future as the Trade Subcommittee 
favorably reported the bill to the full Ways and 
Means Committee this morning. However, it 
has been emphasized by a number of our col
leagues that additional protection for textile 
and apparel products through legislation is un
warranted and unwise. 

The Members who express this attitude, 
even though H.R. 1154 has the full support of 
the entire Congressional Textile Caucus and 
240 cosponsors, should not be "steamrolled" 
but enlightened to focus on a major distinction 
in our apparel industry. This distinction drama
tizes the need for and the economic sound
ness of H.R. 1154. 

Opponents of the bill have pointed to the 
rise in textile profits as an indication of the in
dustry's health and resiliency. They fail to 
mention that while textile industry profits were 
up slightly in 1986 over 1985, 1985 saw the 
textile and apparel industry in one of its worst 
years ever, caping a 6-year period in which 
more than 1,000 plants were shut down and 
hundreds of thousands of people laid off, 
many in the Lehigh Valley of Pennsylvania, 
which I repiesent. 

Also, at a time when short-term textile in
dustry profits are up, opponents of the bill 
seem to forget the present plight of the appar
el industry. Many of these points were dra
matically brought forth by Arnold Deli.n, execu
tive director of the Atlantic Apparel Contrac
tors Association, before the Ways and Means 
Committee on May 18. Mr. Dalin pointed out 
that the "degree to which the apparel industry 
has been chilled by the cold winds of eco
nomic failures is directly traceable to the flood 
of apparel imports from low-wage countries." 

But one of the major points clarified by Mr. 
Delin is the distinction between the textile and 
apparel industries. He stated: 

The apparel business is usually lumped to
gether with the textile industry and apparel 
manufacturers and apparel contractors are 
often viewed as one and the same. Actually, 
the textile and apparel industries are sepa
rate entities, each with its own problems, 
each with a life of its own. 

The textile industry makes the fabrics for 
the apparel industry. The apparel manufac
turers in turn style various garments from 
the fabrics for the retail trade or the con
sumer. Because many manufacturers do not 
have the facilities for producing finished 
garments, they ship the fabric and trim
mings to the contractor who performs the 
cut, sew and trim operations and then ships 
the garments back to the manufacturer for 
sales distribution. 

It is clear then that a great number of my 
constituents are, in effect, selling their labor to 
manufacturers and therefore are selling their 
labor against the most intense kind of labor 
competition in the entire world. 

Mr. Speaker, is it any wonder that I stood 
up to fight for these families, voting to over
ride the President's veto. I believe that the ob
jections raised by the administration have suc
cessfully been met in our new bill and it is my 
fervent hope that I will not again have to cast 
a vote to override. 

H.R. 1154 establishes import quotas on tex
tiles and apparels and allows for 1-percent 
growth per year which is reasonable because 
textile and apparel imports have grown ap
proximately 17 percent a year since 1981 re-
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suiting in a $21 billion trade deficit. Moreover, 
the administration has complete flexibility to 
allocate the 1-percent growth rate however it 
sees fit. 

The need for restraint is clear, and I make 
three points in favor of H.R. 1154. First, the 
labor intensive and low wage nature of the 
textile and apparel industry has made it very 
attractive to developing countries. These 
countries have successfully used a combina
tion of 25-75 percent tariffs, quantitative re
strictions and even prohibition of our products 
to the United States from competing in their 
domestic markets. 

Second, the devastating impact of nontariff 
barriers has not kept the U.S. textile and ap
parel industry from making production im
provements necessary to enhance its global 
competitiveness. The industry invests an aver
age of $1.5 billion per year in new plants and 
equipment. Productivity in apparel as5embly 
has surpassed the manufacturing average be
tween 1975 and 1985. On the horizon, new 
technologies in robotic sewing have the po
tential to substantially increase sewing pro
ductivity. Other steps in the production proc
ess can also be streamlined through automa
tion and improved management. There is also 
the potential, through "quick response" infor
mation technology, to unite the textile and ap
parel network, making the whole system more 
efficient. 

In the Lehigh Valley of Pennsylvania, the 
Ben Franklin Partnership Program and Lehigh 
University are assisting the American apparel 
industry to improve productivity via the appli
cation of advanced technology. They are cur
rently working on three different areas. Initially 
they are applying technology with the help of 
start-up companies. On-Line Data Systems, 
lnc.-a start-up company housed at the Ben 
Franklin Business Incubator at Lehigh's Moun
taintop Campus-has been named as a partic
ipant in IBM Corp. industry marketing assist
ance program. 

Also, industry improvement involves the 
transfer of government developed technology 
to the public. Therefore, the center and the 
university have led an initiative in response to 
a request from the Department of Defense to 
create a demonstration site where representa
tives from all aspects of the apparel manufac
turing industry can observe state-of-the-art 
technology and manufacturing methods at 
work. In addition, Frankel Engineering Labora
tories and Albright College received a Ben 
Franklin grant to develop a system within their 
plant to computer control all the sewing ma
chines by programming each operation of 
each machine so that the number of stitches 
is controlled by the program, thus improving 
efficiency and simultaneously monitoring the 
work flow. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this leads to my third 
point that the textile and apparel industries 
have exhibited the potential to compete in 
global markets with the aid of a fair trade en
vironment vital to textile and apparel industries 
in America. In fact, it is important to note that 
Harley-Davidson recently asked the Interna
tional Trade Commission to drop the very tar
iffs that saved the company from collapse. 
This policy, after only 4 short years, allowed 
the industry to make the changes necessary 
for global competition. 

But at this point with respect to textiles and 
apparels, I must agree with my friend and co
league BUTLER DERRICK of South Carolina 
who, at a symposium at Lehigh University on 
the problems of free trade and the apparel in
dustry, stated that "The costs in terms of 
wasted human potential, lost tax revenues, 
unemployment costs, and a setback to our 
military readiness capabilities have been enor
mous; allowing the current trade policy to con
tinue at this rate would be disastrous." 

Mr. Speaker, I urge prompt enactment of 
H.R. 1154, and, since Mr. Delin's testimony is 
so vital to this issue, I include his statement at 
this point in the RECORD. 

I am Arnold Delin, Executive Director of 
the Atlantic Apparel Contractors' Associa
tion and President of the Keystone Apparel 
Association, based in Wind Gap, Pennsylva
nia. I requested this time to testify in sup
port of the passage of H.R. 1154. 

I am here on behalf of small entrepre
neurs in small rural communities through
out the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
who employ people whose futures depend 
on the survival of the apparel industry. 

When I testified before the subcommittee 
two years ago, I provided extensive statistics 
to demonstrate the degree to which the ap
parel industry had been battered by foreign 
imports. Today, however, I will touch only 
briefly on statistics because I am certain 
that the members of this subcommittee 
have already been bombarded by them. I am 
also certain that the subcommittee knows 
the degree to which the apparel industry 
has been chilled by the cold winds of eco
nomic failures directly traceable to the 
flood of apparel imports from low-wage 
countries. 

But first, I wish to make a distinction in 
order to keep the facts of my testimony in 
proper focus. The apparel business is usual
ly lumped together with the textile industry 
and apparel manufacturers and apparel con
tractors are often viewed as one and the 
same. Actually, the textile and apparel in
dustries are separate entities, each with its 
own problems, each with a life of its own. 

The textile industry makes the fabrics for 
the apparel industry. The apparel manufac
turers in turn style various elements from 
the fabrics for the retail trade or the con
sumer. Because many manufacturers do not 
have the facilities for producing finished 
garments, they ship the fabric and trim
mings to the contractor who performs the 
cut, sew and trim operations and then ships 
the garments back to the manufacturer for 
sales distribution. 

My constituency is composed of apparel 
contractors. This means that the members 
of our trade association are, in effect, selling 
labor to manufacturers. We are selling labor 
against the most intense kind of unfair 
labor competition in the entire world. 

For the past decade, American contractors 
have been trying their utmost to compete 
with low-wage Far East countries such as 
South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong, Bangla
desh, Sri Lanka and since 1983 the Peoples 
Republic of China has emerged as the 
United States' number one source of appar
el imports. I wish to note here that wages in 
China are as low as twenty-five cents to 
thirty cents per hour! 

As if this unfair competition from the Far 
East were not enough, domestic apparel 
contractors have, in the last few years, 
become faced with another set of low-wage 
competitors. Under the provisions of Title 
807 of the U.S. tariff code, we now must also 

compete with some 25 emerging nations of 
the Caribbean Basin. 807 provides that 
fabric must be produced in the United 
States, cut here before it is shipped to the 
Caribbean Basin contractors to be sewn into 
a finished product, and shipped back to the 
U.S., and the importing manufacturers pay 
only a small import tax based on value 
added which in the case of the Caribbean 
region is small indeed. 

The requirement under 807 that textiles 
be made in the U.S. is fine for the textile 
business. But it militates sharply against do
mestic apparel contractors who cut and sew. 

So now, here in 1987, apparel contractors 
are locked in a two-front labor-competitive 
war with the usual Far East countries and 
now with the Caribbean Basin nations. 

Little wonder that our ranks have been so 
terribly decimated! 

To demonstrate more specifically how the 
U.S. free trade policy has battered us, a 
decade ago when imports first bacame a 
problem, the Atlantic Apparel Contractors' 
Association had a membership of about 570 
members, all of whom were employers. This 
means, of course, that there were about 570 
employers, collectively providing over 40,000 
Jobs, paying their taxes on every govern
ment level, contributing to local charities 
and, through the multiplier effect, provid
ing revenues for ancillary community busi
nesses of every kind. 

Today, here in 1987, our membership has 
dwindled to only 190 members-a loss of 
two-thirds of our members and a loss of over 
27 ,000 Jobs in Pennsylvania alone. Virtually 
all these losses can be directly attributable 
to the impact of imports from low-wage for
eign countries. 

In effect then, these figures dramatically 
demonstrate that due to imports, the appar
el contracting business has been deported to 
off-shore apparel contractors. 

As you can imagine, the contractors who 
make up the Atlantic Apparel Contractors' 
Association-and hundreds of other contrac
tors around America-feel bitter and be
trayed. They feel bitter at the turn of 
events and they feel betrayed by their gov
ernment. 

Many of our members have not only lost 
their businesses but their life savings, and 
the hundreds of their employees who have 
worked for them for years have also been 
left out in the cold with no place to go for 
employment because factory after factory 
has suffered a similar fate and small com
munities like Roseto, Wind Gap, Miners
ville, Tatamy have empty buildings and un
employed apparel workers with no future. 
They are bitter-bitter because they ques
tion a free trade policy that favors business
men in the Far East and Caribbean Basin 
over them . . . a free trade policy that has 
resulted in the virtual loss of America's 
manufacturing base throwing many compa
nies into bankruptcy ruin . . . a free trade 
policy that has made the United States a 
debtor nation . . . a policy of monumental 
trade deficits . . . a policy that concerns 
itself with the economic welfare of our trad
ing partners at the expense of U.S. indus
tries and their employees. 

Just two additional points: First, the At
lantic Apparel Contractors' Association did 
not seek help from the U.S. government 
without first trying to help themselves. 
Over the years, they have desperately tried 
to compete against impossible odds. They 
have re-engineered their factories, borrowed 
money from their rapidly dwindling re
sources to buy high-tech equipment to 
speed productivity, attended scores of asso-
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elation-sponsored seminars in modem busi
ness techniques, and put into place speedier 
production procedures and labor incentive 
programs. So they have tried very hard to 
help themselves first before seeking help 
elsewhere. 

Second, based on this effort, we know that 
we can compete with foreign competitors 
with respect to producing a quality gar
ment. The charge that, somehow, imported 
garments are better than those produced 
domestically is just not factually true. We 
have the equipment to produce any gar
ments that domestic manufacturers want. 
We have the desire and the initiative, per
haps born of desperation, to effectively 
compete in these area. 

But since the business of apparel contrac
tors is selling labor, there is Just no way 
that we, based on our labor costs, can com
pete . with wages paid in the Far East and 
Caribbean nations. 

The easy answer to this problem, as ar
ticulated by some free traders, is that Amer
icans will have to take sharp pay cuts and 
reduce their standard of living in order to be 
competitive. Reduce the apparel worker's 
standard of living? In an industry where the 
average wage paid to our employees is only 
between $5.50 and $6.00 an hour, with many 
of them single household providers, they 
now live at either the poverty level or 
slightly above it. How much further could 
their cost of living be reduced? 

The evidence of the harmful impact on 
the industry and its employees has been 
dramatically demonstrated. The loss of lit
erally thousands of apparel Jobs and the 
bankruptcy of so many hundreds of contrac
tors is proof that we Just cannot meet this 
unfair competition no matter how hard we 
try ... no matter how hard we work! 

If the policy of the Administration and/ or 
the U.S. Congress is to sacrifice the apparel 
contracting business on the altar of an un
workable free trade policy, then there is not 
the slightest doubt that there will be more 
bankruptcies, more unemployment of ap
parel workers, more disillusionment, more 
bitterness. 

There is only one way that can hold out 
any promise of circumventing the rapid 
slide to oblivion among apparel contractors 
of Pennsylvania and the nation . . . and 
that way is for the members of this subcom
mittee to approve the Textile and Apparel 
Trade Act of 1987 without delay and see 
that it is enacted into law at the earliest 
possible time. 

Once again I want to thank you for giving 
me the opportunity to testify. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted to: 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI (at the request 
of Mr. FOLEY), for today and July 15, 
on account of illness. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to address the House, following the 
legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered, was granted 
to: 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. CRAIG) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:> 

Mr. INHOFE, for 60 minutes, on July 
15. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio, for 10 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. GILMAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. RITTER, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. MOLINARI, for 60 minutes, on 

July 21. 
Mr. MOLINARI, for 60 minutes, on 

July 22. 
Mr. MOLINARI, for 60 minutes, on 

July 23. 
Mrs. BENTLEY, for 60 minutes, on 

July 22. 
Mrs. BENTLEY, for 60 minutes, on 

July 23. 
Mrs. BENTLEY, for 60 minutes, on 

July 28. 
Mrs. BENTLEY, for 60 minutes, on 

July 29. 
Mrs. BENTLEY, for 60 minutes, on 

August 5. 
Mrs. BENTLEY, for 5 minutes, on July 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. 
Mr.DAUB. 
Mr. HANSEN. 
<The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. ROYBAL) and to include 
extraneous matter:> 

Mr. SKELTON. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. 
Mr. TORRES. 
Mr. HERTEL. 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. 
Mr. LANTos. 
Mr. KANJORSKI. 
Mr. CONYERS. 
Mr. DOWNEY of New York. 
Mr. PELOSI. 
Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. 
Mr. RAY. 
Mr. WISE. 
Mr. DELLUMS. 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 
15. 

Mr. BEREUTER, 
July 20. 

Mr. BEREUTER, 
July 21. 

Bills of the Senate of the following 
for 30 minutes, on titles were taken from the Speaker's 

table and, under the rule, referred as 
for 30 minutes, on follows: 

Mr. GINGRICH, for 60 minutes, on 
July 14. 

Mr. GINGRICH, for 60 minutes, on 
July 15. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. ROYBAL) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:> 

Mr . .ALEXANDER, for 5 minutes, on 
July 14. 

Mr. ALEXANDER, for 5 minutes, on 
July 15. 

Mr. HOWARD, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. AmroNzio, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PANETTA, for 60 minutes, on July 

21. 
Mr. MILLER of California, for 60 min

utes, on July 21. 
Mr. MILLER of California, for 60 min

utes, on July 22. 
Mr. FRANK, for 60 minutes, on July 

21. 
Mr. FRANK, for 60 minutes, on July 

23. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

Mr. DAUB, following Mr. SKEEN on 
H.R. 2907 in the Committee of the 
Whole today. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas, following Mr. 
SKEEN on H.R. 2907, in the Committee 
of the Whole today. 

(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. CRAIG) and to include ex
traneous matter:> 

Mr. GUNDERSON. 
Mr. DORNAN of California. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio in three in-

stances. 
Mr. MICHEL. 
Mr. RITTER. 
Mr. GREEN. 
Mr. COATS. 

S. 1452. An act to amend the Securities 
Act of 1933 the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934, the Public Utility Holding Company 
Act of 1935, the Trust Indenture Act of 
1939, the Investment Company Act of 1940, 
and the Investment Advisers Act of 1940 to 
make certain technical, clarifying, and con
forming amendments, to authorize appro
priations to the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly <at 8 o'clock and 14 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Wednesday, 
July 15, 1987, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1743. A letter from the Director, the 
Office of Management and Budget, trans
mitting a cumulative report on rescissions 
and deferrals as of July 1, 1987, pursuant to 
2 U.S.C. 685(e) <H. Doc. No. 100-92>; to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered 
to be printed. 

17 44. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting the department's 
report on a violation of an overobligation of 
a fiscal year 1983 appropriation, pursuant to 
31U.S.C.1351; to the Committee on Appro
priations. 

1745. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting a copy of final regula
tions for the Christa McAuliffe Fellowship 
Program, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1485; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

1746. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting a copy of final annual 
funding priority for production, distribu
tion, and training programs, pursuant to 20 
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U.S.C. 1485; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

1747. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting a copy of final funding 
regulations for the Research Institute on 
Placement of Severely Handicapped Chil
dren, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1485; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

1748. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting a copy of final funding 
regulations for the Early Childhood Re
search Institute, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1485; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

1749. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting a copy of final funding 
regulations for the Special Projects and 
Demonstrations for Providing Vocational 
Rehabilitation Services to Severely Disabled 
Individuals Program, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 
1485; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

1750. A letter from the Administrator, En
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit
ting a report evaluating the emissions of 
polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins from re
source recovery facilities burning municipal 
solid waste, and any health risks, as well as 
practices controlling the emissions, pursu
ant to 42 U.S.C. 6905(b)(2); to the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce. 

1751. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of State for Legislative and Intergov
ernmental Affairs, transmitting copies of re
ports of political contributions by Theresa 
Anne Tull; of New Jersey; James B. Moran, 
of Virginia; Stephen J. Ledogar, of Con
necticut; and Leonard Rochwarger, of New 
York; Ambassador-designates, and members 
of their families, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
3944<b><2>; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

1752. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit
ting a list of all reports issued or released by 
GAO during the month of June 1987, pursu
ant to 31 U.S.C. 719<h>; to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

1753. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Administrator for Administration and Re
sources Management, Environmental Pro
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency's 
notice of a proposed new records system, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a<o>; to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

1754. A letter from the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to provide for 
expanded voluntary private alternative cov
erage for Medicare beneficiaries, and for 
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees 
on Ways and Means and Energy and Com
merce. 

1755. A letter from the Secretary of Agri
culture, transmitting the Department's 
second annual report on agricultural trade 
consultations with representatives of other 
major agricultural producing countries, pur
suant to 7 U.S.C. l 736r<c>; jointly, to the 
Committees on Agriculture, Foreign Affairs, 
and Ways and Means. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 

of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina: Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. H.R. 82. 
A bill to amend the Merchant Marine Act, 
1920 to require vessels used to transport 

sewage sludge to be built in the United 
States; with an amendment <Rept. 100-219) 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
f erred as follows: 

By Mr. BAKER: 
H.R. 2928. A bill to amend the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to increase 
the criminal penalty for the sale of anabolic 
steroids without a prescription; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. DAUB (for himself and Mr. 
FRENZEL): 

H.R. 2929. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide that the is
suance of charitable gift annuities shall not 
be taken into account in determining 
whether certain organizations are treated as 
providing commercial-type insurance; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. D10GUARDI <for himself and 
Mr. LANTos>: 

H.R. 2930. A bill to amend the National 
Housing Act to increase the principal 
amount for which the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development may provide insur
ance for mortgages secured by single-family 
residences; to the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. D10GUARDI (for himself and 
Mr. MAR.LENEE>: 

H.R. 2931. A bill to identify, commemo
rate, and preserve the legacy of historic 
publicly owned parks of Frederick Law 
Olmsted, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Ms. KAPTUR: 
H.R. 2932. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to discourage short
term investments by pension plans and wel
fare benefit funds by taxing capital gains 
from such investments; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LATTA: 
H.R. 2933. A bill to provide for the safe

guarding of taxpayer rights, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. MARTINEZ <for himself, Mr. 
EVANS, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. LANCASTER, 
Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. ROE, 
Mr. HUTTO, Mr. DYSON, Mr. FuSTER, 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. PRICE of Il
linois, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. ORTIZ, Mrs. 
LLOYD, and Mr. BUSTAMANTE): 

H.R. 2934. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to provide for payment under 
the CHAMPUS program of certain health 
care expenses incurred by certain members 
and former members of the uniformed serv
ices and their dependents to the extent that 
such expenses are not payable under Medi
care, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Ms. OAKAR: 
H.R. 2935. A bill to amend title XVIII of 

the Social Security Act to provide for cover
age of an annual mammogram under the 
Medicare Program; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Ways and Means and Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey: 
H.R. 2936. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to allow taxpayers to 
designate that part or all of any income tax 
refund is to be used to reduce the public 

debt of the United States; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. UDALL: 
H.R. 2937. A bill to make miscellaneous 

technical and minor amendments to laws re
lating to Indians, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af. 
fairs. 

By Mr. CARR (for himself, Mr. Ju
FORDS, Mr. COELHO, Mr. GREEN, and 
Mr. BOEHLERT): 

H.J. Res. 336. Joint resolution to designate 
the period commencing on November 15, 
1987, and ending on November 22, 1987, as 
"National Arts Week"; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. DioGUARDI: 
H. Con. Res. 159. Concurrent resolution 

relating to tax-exempt 50l<c><3> bonds; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LOWERY of California: 
H. Con. Res. 160. Concurrent resolution 

expressing the sense of Congress concerning 
the terrorist activities of the Sendero Lu
minoso [Shining Pathl guerrillas in Peru; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MARTINEZ (for himself, Mrs. 
SCHROEDER, Mrs. BOGGS, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
BUECHNER, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. CoLEMAN 
of Texas, Mrs. COLLINS, Mr. CON
YERS, Mr. DOWNEY of New York, Mr. 
DYMALLY, Mr. EvANs, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. 
FusTER, Mr. GARCIA, Mr. HAYES of Il
linois, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. JONTZ, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Mr. KASTENMEIER, Mr. 
KILDEE, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. LEHMAN of 
Florida, Mr. LELAND, Mr. LEvIN of 
Michigan, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. MFUME, 
Mr. MURPHY, Mr. NAGLE, Ms. OAKAR, 
Mr. OWENS of New York, Mr. PANET
TA, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
RODINO, Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. ROE, Mr. 
SAWYER, Ms. SLAUGHTER of New 
York, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. 
VISCLOSKY, Mr. RICHARDSON, and Mr. 
HAWKINS): 

H. Res. 224. Resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives re
garding the importance of working women 
to our economy and our Nation as a whole; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
Mr. THOMAS of Georgia introduced a bill 

<H.R. 2938) for the relief of Meliha Cooks 
and Gorkhan Cooks; which was referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were added to public bills and res
olutions as follows: 

H.R. 8: Mr. LEWIS of Florida. 
H.R. 20: Mr. HOYER, Mr. ALExANDER, Mr. 

NICHOLS, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. GAYDOS, and 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. 

H.R. 21: Mr. HOYER, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. 
NICHOLS, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. GAYDOS, and 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. 

H.R. 77: Mr. LEWIS of Florida and Mr. 
KOLTER. 

H.R. 81: Mr. GILMAN, Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. 
BIAGGI, Mr. FORD of Tennessee, Mr. BROWN 
of California, and Mr. MARTINEZ. 
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H.R. 111: Mr. SHUMWAY, Mr. SMITH of 

New Hampshire, Mr. CRAIG, and Mr. SOLO
MON. 

H.R. 378: Mr. SUNIA. 
H.R. 442: Mr. OWENS of Utah. 
H.R. 622: Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. INHOFE, 

and Mr. THOMAS of California. 
H.R. 925: Mr. HAWKINS. 
H.R. 1018: Mr. GEJDENSON. 
H.R. 1201: Mr. HERTEL. 
H.R. 1410: Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. JONES of 

North Carolina, Mr. ROSE, Mr. NEAL, Mr. 
BALLENGER, Mr. COBLE, Mr. McMILLAN of 
North Carolina, Mr. HEFNER, and Mr. BATES. 

H.R. 1561: Mr. VENTO, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
MARTINEZ, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. OWENS of 
Utah, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. LoWRY of Washing
ton, Mr. GARCIA, and Mr. GRAY of Pennsyl
vania. 

H.R. 1601: Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. 
H.R. 1604: Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. 
H.R. 1638: Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mrs. COL-

LINS, Mr. TOWNS, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. ACKER
MAN, Mr. WEISS, and Mr. OWENS of New 
York. 

H.R. 1646: Mr. EvANS, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
GARCIA, and Mr. FROST. 

H.R. 1766: Mr. WELDON. 
H.R. 1770: Mr. DEFAZIO and Mr. MoAKLEY. 
H.R. 1811: Mr. BRYANT and Mr. MARTIN of 

New York. 
H.R. 1832: Mr. PARRIS and Mr. BATEMAN. 
H.R. 1865: Mr. BIAGGI. 
H.R. 1873: Mr. HUTTO, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mrs. 

SAIKI, and Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 
H.R. 1874: Mr. HUTTO, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mrs. 

SAIKI, and Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 
H.R. 1987: Mr. HOWARD, Mr. HUGHES, and 

Mr. RICHARDSON. 
H.R. 2041: Mrs. ScHROEDER. 
H.R. 2059: Mr. LIGHTFOOT. 
H.R. 2113: Mr. LANCASTER and Mr. BoEH

LERT. 
H.R. 2121: Mrs. LLOYD. 
H.R. 2191: Mr. LEv1NE of California and 

Mr. OWENS of New York. 
H.R. 2202: Mr. KOLTER, Mr. JONES of 

North Carolina, Mr. SAXTON, and Mr. ED
WARDS of Oklahoma. 

H.R. 2214: Mr. HUTTO. 
H.R. 2241: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. BUECHNER, 

Mr. DANIEL, Mr. ECKART, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. 
GINGRICH, Mr. HERGER, and Mr. RHODES. 

H.R. 2318: Mr. MOLLOHAN. 
H.R. 2383: Mr. LoWRY of Washington, Mr. 

MFUME, Mr. BATES, Mrs. COLLINS, Mr. 
KONNYU, and Mr. KLEcZKA. 

H.R. 2476: Mr. RICHARDSON and Mr. DEL
LUMS. 

H.R. 2482: Mr. OWENS of New York and 
Mr. ATKINS. 

H.R. 2486: Mr. BARTLETT. 
H.R. 2507: Mr. BATES, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. 

LEHMAN of Florida, and Mr. Sw1rr. 
H.R. 2522: Mr. KOLTER, Mr. KILDEE, Mrs. 

COLLINS, and Mr. DYMALLY. 
H.R. 2640: Mr. ECKART, Mr. LEWIS of 

Georgia, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. MAVRoULEs, Mr. 
DANIEL, Mr. AsPIN, Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. 
KILDEE, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. DENNY SMITH, 
Mr. SAWYER, Mr. TALLON, Mr. MORRISON of 
Connecticut, Mr. PARRIS, Mr. FLORIO, Mr. 
SPRATT, Mr. BARNARD, Mr. TORRES, Mr. 
CONTE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. S1s1sKY, and Mr. 
RAVENEL. 

H.R. 2641: Mr. TOWNS, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, 
and Mr. GARCIA. 

H.R. 2642: Mr. EMERSON. 
H.R. 2662: Mr.VANDERJAGT, Mr. DREIER of 

California, Mr. MARLENEE, and Mr. LIVING
STON. 

H.R. 2670: Mr. HERTEL, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. 
WOLPE, and Mr. SAWYER. 

H.R. 2673: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BLAZ, Mrs. 
COLLINS, Mr. DORNAN of California, Mr. 

DAUB, Mr. FRANK, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. GooDLING, 
Mr. GREEN, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 
MFUME, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. 
McGRATH, Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois, Mr. ROB
INSON, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. 
SMITH, of Florida, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. WILSON, 
Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. WILLIAMS, and Mr. DE LA 
GARZA. 

H.R. 2690: Mr. DURBIN, Mr. PRICE of 
North Carolina, Mr. MARLENEE, Mr. WOLPE, 
Mr. LEATH of Texas, and Mr. ScHAEPER. 

H.R. 2692: Mr. Russo, Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. 
KOLTER, Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma, Mr. SI
KORSKI, Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mrs. MARTIN of Il
linois, and Mr. YATRON. 

H.R. 2717: Mr. EvANS and Mr. CARPER. 
H.R. 2727: Mr. DE LUGO and Mr. ATKINS. 
H.R. 2733: Mr. ROBERTS and Mr. BOULTER. 
H.R. 2750: Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. 

MARTINEZ, Mr. KLEcZKA, Mr. LEACH of Iowa, 
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. EDWARDS of 
California, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. BEILENSON, 
and Mr. STARK. 

H.R. 2776: Mr. BEVILL, Mr. KOLBE, and Mr. 
LAGOMARSINO. 

H.R. 2837: Mr. BRENNAN. 
H.R. 2858: Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. SWIF'r, 

Mr. GARCIA, Mr. STUDDS, and Mr. ATKINS. 
H.R. 2869: Mr. HATCHER. 
H.R. 2881: Mrs. BYRON, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 

OLIN, Mr. DAUB, Mr. GORDON, Mr. GINGRICH, 
Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. LEHMAN of California, 
and Mr. ROWLAND of Connecticut. 

H.R. 2915: Mr. ScHUMER. 
H.J. Res. 8: Mr. HEFLEY. 
H.J. Res. 23: Mrs. BOXER, Mr. CHAPMAN, 

Mr. GARCIA, Mr. HORTON, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, 
Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland, 
Mr. SKELTON, and Mr. WILSON. 

H.J. Res. 112: Mr. MOODY. 
H.J. Res. 195: Mr. COYNE and Mr. KENNE

DY. 
H.J. Res. 221: Mr. HAYES of Illinois, and 

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. 
H.J. Res. 228: Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. RODINO, 

Mr. LANTos, Mr. EvANs, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
GRANT, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. 
PuRsELL, Mr. DENNY SMITH, Mr. LEHMAN of 
California, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. 
DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. WALGREN, Mr. JONTZ, 
Mr. BoucHER, Mr. MAVROULES, Mr. BRYANT, 
Mr. FRENZEL, and Mr. BAKER. 

H.J. Res. 268: Mr. BATES, Mr. BARNARD, 
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. BLAZ, Mr. 
BROOMFIELD, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DANIEL, Mr. 
DIXON, Mr. DOWDY of Mississippi, Mr. 
DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. 
FORD of Tennessee, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. HAYES 
of Illinois, Mr. COELHO, Mr. LEwIS of Flori
da, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. MORRISON of Washing
ton, Mr. MILLER of Washington, Mr. OWENS 
of New York, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. RODINO, Mr. 
SKELTON, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mrs. 
COLLINS, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. WISE, Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. 
CARPER, Mr. FLIPPO, Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, 
Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. ESPY, Mr. 
GORDON, Mr. JoNEs of Tennessee, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. 
PORTER, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. 
LELAND, Mr. RITTER, Ms. KAPTuR, Mr. 
MAcKAY, Mr. FLORIO, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. 
MANTON, Mr. KLEcZKA, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. 
WILSON, Mr. WEISS, Mr. WELDON, Mr. 
YATRON, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. TORRICELLI, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. 
LANCASTER, Mr. COYNE, and Mr. REGULA. 

H.J. Res. 287: Mr. SOLOMON and Mr. LENT. 
H.J. Res. 307: Mr. BOLAND, Mr. HUGHES, 

Mr. HocHBRUECKNER, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. 
COUGHLIN, Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York, Mr. 
DANIEL, Mr. WORTLEY, Mr. GREEN, Mr. HALL 
of Ohio, Mr. HAYES of Louisiana, Mr. 
DEWINE, Mr. DIOGUARDI, Mr. GARCIA, Mr. 

HENRY, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mrs. COLLINS, Mr. 
UDALL, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. UPTON, Mr. 
VANDER JAGT, Mr. 8cJroJo::R, Mr. MURPHY, 
Mr. STANGELAND, Ms. OAKAR, Mr. WEISS, Mr. 
WOLP, Mr. HOYER, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. WEBER, 
Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. BILBRAY, 
Mr. ATKINS, Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. MCDADE, 
Mr. LELAND, Mr. LEw1s of Georgia, Mr. 
GORDON, Mr. SclluETTE, Mr. MOLINARI, Mr. 
ROTH, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. MONTGOMERY, 
Mr. Bosco, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. MORRI
SON of Washington, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. 
VENTO, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. DERRICK, Mr. 
Russo, Mr. DOWNEY of New York, Mr. GEJ
DENSON, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
IRELAND, Mr. KASTENMEIER, Mr. LAFALCE, 
Mr. BROWN of Colorado, Mr. KOLBE, and Mr. 
MFUME. 

H.J. Res. 315: Mrs. BENri.EY and Mr. 
WEISS. 

H.J. Res. 316: Mr. AKAKA, Mr. ALExANDER, 
Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. ANTHONY, Mr. ATKINS, 
Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. BARNARD, Mr. BARTLETT, 
Mr. BEILENSON, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. BERMAN, 
Mr. BEVILL, Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. 
BLILEY, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mrs. BOGGS, Mr. 
BONER of Tennessee, Mr. BOUCHER, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. BRENNAN, Mr. BROOKS, Mr. 
BROWN of California, Mr. BRUCE, Mr. 
BRYANT, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. 
CALLAHAN, Mr. CAl\IPBELL, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. 
CARPER, Mr. CARR, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. CLAY, 
Mr. COELHO, Mr. COLEMAN of Texas, Mr. 
COOPER, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. DANIEL, Mr. DARDEN, 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. 
DELAY, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DERRICK, Mr. DIN
GELL, Mr. DORNAN of California, Mr. DOWDY 
of Mississippi, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. ECKART, 
Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. ESPY, Mr. EvANs, Mr. 
FEIGHAN, Mr. FISH, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. FOLEY, 
Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr. FRANK, Mr. 
FRENZEL, Mr. FRosT, Mr. GALLO, Mr. GARCIA, 
Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. GORDON, 
Mr. GRANT, Mr. GRAY of Illinois, Mr. GREEN, 
Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. 
HARRIS, Mr. HATCHER, Mr. HAYES of Illinois, 
Mr. HA YES of Louisiana, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. 
HENRY, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr.· 
HOLLOWAY, Mr. HOPICINS, Mr. HORTON, Mr. 
HOYER, Mr. HUBBARD, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. 
HUNTER, Mr. HUTTO, Mr. JENKINS, Mrs. 
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, Mr. JONES of Tennessee, Mr. 
JoNTz, Mr. KANJORSKI, Ms. KAPTuR, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KLEcZKA, Mr. 
KOLBE, Mr. KONNYU, Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. 
LA.FALCE, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. LATTA, Mr. 
LEATH of Texas, Mr. LEHMAN of California, 
Mr. LEvIN of Michigan, Mr. LEv1NE of Cali
fornia, Mr. LEw1s of California, Mr. LEw1s 
of Georgia, Mr. LEw1s of Florida, Mr. LIGHT
FOOT, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mrs. 
LLOYD, Mr. LoWRY of Washington, Mr. 
LUJAN, Mr. DONALD E. LUKENS, Mr. LUNGREN, 
Mr. MACKAY, Mr. MADIGAN, Mr. MANTON, 
Mr. MARKEY, Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois, Mr. 
MATSUI, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. 
MCMILLEN of Maryland, Mrs. MEYERS of 
Kansas, Mr. MFUME, Mr. MICA, Mr. MILLER 
of Washington, Mr. MINETA, Mr. MONTGOM
ERY, Mrs. MoRELLA, Mr. MORRISON of Con
necticut, Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mr. NICH
OLS, Mr. NIELSON of Utah, Ms. OAKAR, Mr. 
OBERSTAR, Mr. OBEY, Mr. OLIN, Mr. OWENS 
of New York, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. 
OXLEY, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. PANETTA, Mrs. PAT
TERSON, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. PICK
ETT, Mr. PICKLE, Mr. PRICE of Illinois, Mr. 
PuRsELL, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. RA
VENEL, Mr. RHODES, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. 
RITTER, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. 
RODINO, Mr. RoE, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. ROGERS, 
Mr. ROTH, Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia, Mr. 
SABO, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr.SAWYER, Mr. SAXTON, 
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Mr. SHARP, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. 
SKAGGS, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. 
SLAUGHTER of Virginia, Ms. SLAUGHTER of 
New York, Mr. ROBERT F. SMITH, Mr. SMITH 
of New Jersey, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. 
SMITH of New Hampshire, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. 
SPRATT, Mr. ST GERKAIN, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. 
STALLINGS, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. STOKES, Mr. 
SWEENEY, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. TALLON, Mr. 
TAUKE, Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. THOMAS of Georgia, 
Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. TORRES, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. UDALL, Mr. UPTON, Mr. 

VANDERJAGT, Mr. VENTO, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. 
WALGREN, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. 
WEISS, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. WILSON, Mr. WISE, 
Mr. WOLF, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. WYDEN, and Mr. 
YOUNG of Florida. 

H.J. Res. 328: Mr. YATRON, Mr. WORTLEY, 
Mr. WELDON, Mr. SWIFT, Mr. DORNAN of 
California, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. HAYES of 
Louisiana, and Mr. FLORIO. 

H. Con. Res. 122: Mr. VENTO, Mr. MURPHY, 
and Mr. ANNUNzio. 

H. Res. 158: Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XX:II, spon

sors were deleted from public bills and 
resolutions as follows: 

H.R. 1950: Mr. HASTERT. 
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SENATE-Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
July 14, 1987 

The Senate met at 8:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the Honorable WIL
LIAM PROXMIRE, a Senator from the 
State of Wisconsin. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Rich
ard C. Halverson, D.D., offered the fol
lowing prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Behold, how good and how pleasant 

it is for brethren to dwell together in 
unity.-Psalm 133: 1. 

Eternal God of our fathers, we are 
unspeakably grateful for our founders 
who in their passion "for a more per
fect union" conceived and crafted the 
Constitution. We praise You for this 
law of the land by which we have lived 
and grown and prospered for 200 
years. We thank You for the unity in 
diversity guaranteed and enjoyed by 
that law. May the words engraved on 
the Dirksen Senate Office Building be 
real in this Chamber. "The Senate is 
the living symbol of our Union of 
States." 

In the light of that truth, enable the 
Senators to find unity in these trou
blesome days-not at the expense of 
diversity nor at the sacrifice of princi
ple and political realities which obtain 
and compete as a national election ap
proaches. Remind the Senators that 
divide and conquer is the master strat
egy of evil. Grant them grace midst se
rious and conflicting differences to 
will and to find the unity in diversity 
which is the hallmark of this land we 
love and serve. In the name of the 
Prince of Peace. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. STENNIS]. 

The bill clerk read the following 
letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, July 14, 1987. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I 
hereby appoint the Honorable WILLIAM 
PROXMIRE, a Senator from the State of Wis
consin, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

JOHN C. STENNIS, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. PROXMIRE thereupon as
sumed the chair as Acting President 
pro tempore. 

<Legislative day of Tuesday, June 23, 1987> 

QUORUM CALL 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Chair, in his capacity as a 
Senator, suggests the absence of a 
quorum. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The majority leader is recog
nized, under the standing order. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes of my time to Mr. PROXMIRE. 

<Mr. BYRD assumed the chair.) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Wisconsin is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

SHOULD THE INF ACCORD IN
CLUDE AGREEMENT ON LIMIT
ING CONVENTIONAL ARMS? 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, re

cently, the Los Angeles Times carried 
an article that states the most con
vincing case I have read for the super
power agreement to reduce intermedi
ate nuclear weapons in Europe. In the 
judgment of this Senator, however, 
this presentation-like the proposed 
agreement-is seriously flawed. The 
agreement is flawed because we should 
seriously consider coupling the INF 
agreement with a mutual reduction of 
conventional arms. Without such a 
coupling, NATO is giving up more 
than it is getting. But it is worse. The 
diminution of the NATO flexible nu
clear response potential to a Soviet in
vasion of Western Europe makes such 
a Soviet initiative more not less likely. 

The Los Angeles Times article is 
written by two respected experts: Jack 
Mendelsohn and Leon Sigal. Mendel
sohn has served with NATO. He was a 
member of the SALT II delegation. He 
is deputy director of the Arms Control 
Association. Sigal is the authority of 
"Nuclear Forces in Europe." He teach
es international politics at Wesleyan. 

They off er these six reasons why the 
INF agreement represents positive 
progress: First, they argue the agree
ment would leave more than 4,000 
United States nuclear warheads in 
Europe plus British and French nukes. 

And NATO is considering whether to 
add new missiles to its nuclear arsenal. 
So how about that? If the agreement 
means NATO will come back with as 
many or more nuclear weapons as the 
agreement removes, where's the arms 
control progress? Even if NATO does 
come in with more nuclear weapons, 
the flexibility to respond at gradually 
increasing levels of nuclear power 
would be diminished by the removal of 
all nuclear weapons that have a range 
between 300 and 3,300 miles. What's 
wrong with that? Plenty. It is precisely 
the ominous presence of these inter
mediate weapons that puts the will 
behind the capability. It is the will to 
use the nuclear power, not the nuclear 
power itself, that deters Soviet aggres
sion. The intermediate weapons show 
the will is there. 

Second, Mendelsohn and Sigal con
tend that the INF agreement will not 
decouple the United States protection 
from Western Europe. As they put it: 

The site from which United States nuclear 
strikes would be launched against the Soviet 
Union would hardly affect calculations in 
the Kremlin • • • whether a President 
would be willing to risk retaliation against 
the United States. 

Are they right? No. The Kremlin 
might very well conclude that United 
States intermediate nukes in Europe 
means the United States does mean 
business about defending Western 
Europe with nuclear weapons if neces
sary. That intermediate presence by 
itself signifies the United States will
ingness to take this step for freedom. 
A President might be unwilling to 
attack from the U.S. homeland. But 
from advanced military bases in 
Europe? That's something else. 

Third, these experts argue that an 
INF agreement would make "a modest 
but useful contribution to military sta
bility." But would it? Isn't it more 
likely that the Soviets would be far 
more tempted to use their convention
al military superiority if the United 
States had reduced its flexible re
sponse capability? That spells less not 
more stability. 

Fourth, Mendelsohn and Sigal argue 
that the INF agreement will lead to 
more significant limitations on nuclear 
weapons because without those addi
tional limitations, the treaty will have 
little meaning. The treaty cannot suc
ceed if other nuclear weapons move in 
from both sides from the sea and the 
air to fill the new gap. So they reason 
that the accord will lead to other ac
cords. This is an appealing rationaliza
tion. But experience teaches us pre-

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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cisely the opposite. When the super
powers agreed to limit missiles, what 
happened? Both sides went big for 
MIRVD missiles with more warheads 
per missile. The agreement became 
meaningless. It is true that a later 
agreement embraced all ICBM missiles 
and warheads alike. But then what 
happened? Both sides moved big into 
cruise missiles that have no limit now 
and no limit is in sight. 

Fifth, these experts contend that 
the agreement would be a significant 
political achievement. As they put it, 
it "could compensate in political 
punch what it lacks in military mean
ing." The argument runs that it would 
make this Reagan administration, 
more likely to limit SDI deployment 
and to do nothing that would jeopard
ize the framework for future arms 
control agreements. This senator's po
litical instincts suggest exactly the op
posite political reaction from the 
Reagan administration. Once the ad
ministration buttons up this arms con
trol agreement, they will contend that 
they have now met their arms control 
agenda. So then what do they do? 
Then it will be time for them to "get 
serious" about building up strategic 
weapons, including as early as possible 
a deployment of SDI. 

Sixth, and finally, Mendelsohn and 
Sigal claim that a comprehensive 
agreement controlled all strategic 
forces including SDI would logically 
follow the INF accord, with the details 
to be worked out in a subsequent ad
ministration. And this would leave 
President Reagan a bright place in his
tory. Dream on, gentlemen. No Presi
dent has more consistently or effec
tively opposed arms control than this 
President. Here is a President who has 
refused to keep this Nation's treaty
ratified promise to negotiate an end to 
nuclear weapons testing. He has al
lowed the SALT II offensive nuclear 
arms limitation treaty to lapse without 
raising a finger to renegotiate or 
extend it. With his championing _of 
SDI, he has taken dead aim on the 
only other significant arms control 
treaty between the superpowers, the 
ABM Treaty. 

The fact is that the proposed INF 
agreement might, indeed, become the 
basis for significant further arms con
trol agreements. Or it might not. That 
depends on how we build on it. And 
the logical way to build on it is with 
two quintessential ingredients: First, 
an agreement for a mutual limitation 
on conventional arms and personnel 
with the Soviet Union; second, a com
prehensive-and I mean comprehen
sive-total strategic arms control of 
the kind the President has consistent
ly opposed. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article to which I re
ferred from the Los Angeles Times be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
A STEP FORWARD ON ARMS CONTROL-ACCORD 

WOULD MEAN MORE POLITICALLY THAN 
MILITARILY 

<By Jack Mendelsohn and Leon Sigal) 
Seven years of fitful negotiations may fi

nally have brought the United States and 
the Soviet Union to the brink of concluding 
an agreement to limit intermediate-range 
nuclear forces. Even though the Soviets 
have accepted the "zero option" first pro
posed by the United States and will be dis
mantling many more warheads than the 
United States, the prospect of an agreement 
has aroused anguish in Helmut Kohl's West 
German government, opposition from Reps. 
Jack Kemp CR-N.Y.) and Les Aspin CD-Wis.) 
and the Olympian criticism of Richard M. 
Nixon and Henry A. Kissinger. 

Amid the clamor of contending voices, six 
points should be kept in mind. 

An INF agreement will not mean the de
nuclearization of Europe. Under terms of 
the zero option, the United States would 
have to remove 208 ground-launched cruise 
missiles and 108 Pershing 2 ballistic missiles 
from European soil. That would still leave 
more than 4,000 U.S. nuclear warheads in 
place, not to mention those of the British 
and French or on U.S. carriers offshore. 
Even if the 1,000 or more battlefield nuclear 
weapons were removed, more than 2,000 
U.S. nuclear weapons would remain. As if 
that were not enough, the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization is considering whether 
to add new missiles and bombs to its nuclear 
arsenal. 

An INF agreement will not decouple West
ern Europe from U.S. protection. The ties 
that bind America to Europe are those of in
terest and sentiment, not the physical pres
ence of U.S. nuclear weapons. The site from 
which U.S. nuclear strikes would be 
launched against the Soviet Union would 
hardly affect calculations in the Kremlin or 
the White House about whether an Ameri
can President would be willing to risk retal
iation against the United States for the first 
use of nuclear weapons on Europe's behalf
"coupling," in NATO parlance. 

An INF agreement will not affect the mili
tary balance. What deters a deliberate 
attack on Western Europe continues to be 
the conventional balance of power, which is 
not nearly as one-sided as the Pentagon 
likes to pretend, plus the risk of escalation 
to nuclear war. The elimination of INF war
heads from Europe does not change that. 
Even if all 1,500 INF warheads now de
ployed in Europe are removed, it will reduce 
the nuclear arsenals of the superpowers by 
less than 3%. 

An INF agreement would make a modest 
but useful contribution to military stability. 
It is the threat of war, not the number of 
weapons, that arms control above all seeks 
to reduce. Thus stability, not reduction, is 
the ultimate test of any agreement. By that 
standard, the zero option does not diminish 
the deterrence of premeditated war. And it 
somewhat reduces the risk of inadvertent 
war in a crisis by eliminating the Pershing 2, 
which-by virute of its range, accuracy and 
short flight time-can attack Soviet com
mand and control facilities in a matter of 
minutes. That gives the Soviets an incentive 
to preempt in a crisis, which puts both sides 
at risk of becoming embroiled in a nuclear 
war that neither sought. For stability to be 
greatly enhanced, the superpowers would 

have to agree to reduce their strategic nu
clear weapons, not Just INF. 

An INF agreement will be truly meaning
ful if it leads the way to other, more far
reaching, arms-control measures. The draft 
INF treaty is based on a rather simple con
cept: Eliminate a class of weapons defined 
by range <300 to 3,300 miles> and character
istics (land-based missiles>. Nuclear weapons 
with ranges below 300 Iniles or above 3,300 
would not be covered by an INF accord. Nor 
would those based at sea or launched or 
dropped from bombers. An INF accord 
would thus be both lonely and exposed. If 
subsequent agreements limiting strategic 
weapons and conventional forces are not 
reached in due time, inevitable quantitative 
and qualitative developments will undercut 
the value and jeopardize the viability of an 
INF accord-especially so in view of the Ad
ministration's repudiation of SALT I and 
SALT II, a repudiation that leaves no limits 
on strategic nuclear forces. 

An INF agreement could be a significant 
political achievement. The accord could 
compensate with political punch for what it 
lacks in Inilitary meaning. It would oblige 
an Administration, avowedly hostile to any 
anns control, to defend a bilateral security 
arrangement with the Soviet Union before 
Congress and the people. That would make 
it more difficult for the Administration to 
proceed unilaterally with programs, like the 
premature deployment of a primitive SDI, 
that do nothing for U.S. security and jeop
ardize the very framework required for 
future arms-control agreements. 

An INF accord could point the way to fur
ther advances on the anns-control front. 
Agreement on the outline of a more compre
hensive accord controlling strategic offen
sive forces and SDI is still possible, provided 
the United States is prepared to scale back 
its intention to develop and deploy strategic 
defenses. The framework could be conclud
ed by a summit meeting this fall, with the 
details to be negotiated in 1988 and ratifica
tion to await a new Administration. That 
would be an arms-control achievement 
worthy of strong bipartisan support. And it 
would earn President Reagan a bright place 
in history. 

NOW THEY'LL SIGN THE DECLA
RATION OF INDEPENDENCE 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 36 

years ago my predecessor, Senator Joe 
McCarthy was riding high in this body 
and in this country. He was undoubt
edly the best known U.S. Senator 
throughout the world. Exactly 36 
years ago last July 4, an imaginative 
young reporter for the Madison Wis
consin Capital Times dramatically 
demonstrated the effect of Senator 
McCarthy's anti-Communist crusade 
on our home State. He circulated a 
document that consisted exclusively of 
sections from the Declaration of Inde
pendence, the Bill of Rights and the 
15th amendment that gave blacks the 
right to vote. Reporter Hunter asked 
112 Madison persons to sign the peti
tion. How many agreed to sign? Exact
ly one. An astonishing 111 refused to 
sign. President Harry Truman called 
attention to this failure in a speech in 
Detroit a few days later. President 
Truman blamed the lies and smears 
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and fear campaign of Senator McCar
thy. 

A few days ago the same John 
Hunter tried again with the same peti
tion. Again he asked 112 persons to 
sign his Bill of Rights, Declaration of 
Independence petition. What a differ
ence. This time I am happy to report 
102-or more than 90 percent-signed 
the petition. 

Mr. President, this is good news for 
all of us. I ask unanimous consent that 
a copy of the petition and the story by 
John Patrick Hunter be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THIRTY-SIX YEARS LATER, CITIZENS SIGN 
CONSTITUTION 

<By John Patrick Hunter) 
Out of 112 people interviewed on the 

Fourth of July in Madison, only 10 refused 
to sign a Capital Times "petition." 

The document consisted exclusively of 
sections from the Declaration of Independ
ence, the Bill of Rights, a portion of the 
Preamble to the Constitution and the 15th 
Amendment, which gave blacks and former 
slaves the right to vote. 

The results were a startling contrast to a 
similar effort made 36 years ago when only 
one person among 112 people approached 
on July 4, 1951, agreed to sign a similar peti
tion circulated by the same reporter. 

Nearly all of last Saturday's signers ap
peared eager to add their names to the peti
tion, and only a handful failed to recognize 
the familiar phrases of the historic docu
ments. 

Sections of the city in which signatures 
were sought Saturday closley paralleled 
areas covered in the 1951 attempt-the 
downtown Capitol Square, Vilas Park, and 
the Memorial Union Terrace on the Univer
sity of Wisconsin-Madison campus. 

The earlier story, published on the front 
page of this newspaper on July 5, 1951, drew 
national attention, especially after Presi
dent Harry Truman mentioned it in a major 
speech. 

Truman cited the failure of Madisonians 
to sign the Capital Times Fourth of July pe
tition as proof of the damage being done in 
the United States by McCarthyism and "all 
those lies and smears and fear campaigns" 
referring to an anti-communist witch hunt 
conducted by the late Sen. Joseph R. 
McCarthy, R-Wis. 

"Think of it, in the capital of the state of 
Wisconsin, on the Fourth of July in this 
year 1951, good Americans were afraid to 
sign their names to the language of the Dec
laration of Independence," Truman said in a 
speech in Detroit. 

But not this time. Where before some re
fused to sign the petition out of fear or be
cause they failed to recognize the language 
of the Founding Fathers, nearly everyone 
approached told this circulator that the seg
ments were part of the Constitution, the 
Bill of Rights and the Declaration of Inde
pendence. 

"This is easy to recognize," said 12-year
old Sabrina Holmquist, who will enter the 
eighth grade at Jefferson Middle School 
this fall. 

"It's the Bill of Rights and the Preamble 
to the Constitution," Sabrina added. 

Sabrina's signature followed those of her 
mother and father, Albert and Laurie Holm
quist. 

One of the persons who refused to sign it, 
a woman who identified herself as "Kathy 
K." but declined to give her last name, said 
she would not sign it because the Declara
tion of Independence was "sexist." 

Standing in the shade of a Capitol Square 
oak tree, Kathy pointed to the well-known 
sentence in the Declaration: "We hold these 
truths to be self-evident, that all Men are 
created equal ... " 

She took exception to the word "Men." 
"No, I won't sign it, because I disagree 

with the first line. I am a feminist and I 
don't think this applies to me," Kathy said. 

In contrast, dozens of others appeared 
eager to sign the petition. 

In 1951, it was late afternoon before this 
petitioner found the only person ap
proached willing to sign it-Wentworth A. 
Millar, 527 Toepfer Ave. Saturday morning, 
Jane L. Boltz, of Madison, the first person 
approached, quickly recognized the familiar 
language of the petition and willingly signed 
her name. 

"This is what we are supposed to believe 
in-these words of long ago," said Boltz. 

In 1951, several people who refused to sign 
asked this reporter if he were a communist. 
"Get the hell out of here with that commu
nist stuff," said a Vilas Park picknicker in 
1951. 

Saturday, another Vilas picknicker, 
Dennis Macintyre, also refused to sign the 
document. He said he disagreed with that 
segment of the First Amendment that says 
"Congress shall make no law respecting the 
establishment of religion or prohibiting the 
exercise thereof." 

"I don't agree because of the way the 
First Amendment has been interpreted," 
Macintyre said. "Some say the Bill of 
Rights denies the people the right to prac
tice their religion." 

"No thank you," said a man seated on the 
steps of the State Street Capitol en
tranceway. "It's a holiday and I don't sign 
things on the Fourth of July." He was the 
only person in the course of a long day who 
expressed outward annoyance at being 
asked for his signature. 

"I'll sign it, it is the basis of our ideals," 
said James J. Melli, of McFarland. 

Gregory Volz, of Evansville, another 
signer, said: "It is a good time to remind the 
people of our heritage." Volz said the Decla
ration of Independence "does sound revolu
tionary, doesn't it?" 

One person, who read the petition with 
care but handed it back without his signa
ture, was asked if he recognized the words 
of the document. "No, not really." 

Suellen Albrecht, of Oregon, at the Farm
ers Market Saturday morning, signed the 
petition without hesitation. "It's part of the 
Constitution, isn't it?" Albrecht chairs the 
Wisconsin Democratic Party. 

Another signer added his name after 
being assured the petitioner was not a "fun
damentalists preacher." He pointed his 
finger to the Bill of Rights segment that 
said "Congress shall make no law respecting 
the establishment of religion, or prohibiting 
the free exercise thereof." 

"It looks very good to me," said another, 
P.J. Eagan of Madison. "This is something 
we all believe in." 

"I think I recognize it," said a smiling 
Joyce Davidson, Sioux Falls, S. Dak., as she 
added her name. 

"It is pretty strong language, but sure, I'll 
sign it," said Sharon Chasser, Madison. 

Tim Wadlington, signing, said: "I have no 
problem supporting the Constitution." 

"Yes, I'll always support the First Amend
ment," said Joel Green, Minneapolis. 

"That is not hard to sign," said Helene 
Lovell at a picnic in a west-side Crestwood 
park. 

Lea Zeldin, another Madisonian, crossed 
out the word "Men" in the Declaration of 
Independence and wrote "people" in its 
place before signing the petition. 

She also added her own proposed constitu
tional amendments calling for rights to a 
job, rights to health care, and rights to food 
and shelter. 

"Don't you think we ought to improve the 
Constitution? It's not a static document, you 
know." 

"What a perfect day for this-the Fourth 
of July," said Mary Michie as she signed. 

"Sure, I'll sign it, it is a part of our past," 
said Deb Packard, shouting to be heard 
above the pulsating sound of the Piper 
Road Spring Band, playing to a packed au
dience Saturday afternoon on the Memorial 
Union Terrace. 

"There goes your name on the old mailing 
list," said R. Kupp to Packard. But he added 
his own name after reading the document. 

The sun had started to slide down the ho
rizon toward Middleton as people gathered 
at twilight to witness the Shorewood Hills 
fireworks displays. Rita and Bob Malin
owski, seated in the back of a new Toyota 
pickup truck behind the Sheboygan Avenue 
State Office Building, both added their 
names. "That's our Constitution, sure I'll 
sign it," he said. 

Darkness called off the search for other 
signatures. 

THE STAR WARS HEAVY-LIFT 
LAUNCH VEHICLE 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on 
Saturday, July 12, President Reagan 
signed into law the fiscal year 1987 
supplemental appropriations bill. I 
would like to comment on section 5 of 
the Department of Defense portion of 
that supplemental appropriations bill. 
This section, which I'm pleased to see 
is now enacted, deals with the ad
vanced launch system [ALS] that was 
formally known as the heavy-lift 
launch vehicle. 

The administration has claimed that 
it urgently needs money to develop an 
advanced launch system to transport 
large quantities of materials into 
space. 

It claims that this advanced launch 
system is a national priority. 

It claims that the Air Force urgently 
needs an advanced launch system, and 
that NASA urgently needs an ad
vanced launch system. 

Well, Mr. President, nothing could 
be further from the truth. 

Yes, the Air Force and NASA have 
said that the advanced launch system 
would be a nice heavy-lift vehicle if it 
were dumped in their laps. And yes, 
the Air Force and NASA could find 
uses for an advanced launch system. 

But both the Air Force and NASA 
have admitted that they had no press
ing need for an advanced launch 
system before the administration an
nounced it wanted one. Both the Air 
Force and NASA have admitted that 
the current fleet of rockets and shut-
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ties could carry all the payloads they 
planned to put into space. 

So why the sudden urgency for an 
advanced launch system? I can give 
you the answer in two words: star 
wars. 

In order to put the hundreds of mil
lions of pounds into space that star 
wars would require, the strategic de
fense initiative needs an advanced 
launch system to haul this cargo. And 
in order to begin an early deployment 
of a partial star wars system, SDI is 
rushing money now into the advanced 
launch system. 

That's why the administration re
quested an urgent supplemental ap
propriations for the advanced launch 
system, and that's why the administra
tion wants funding for SDI space 
transportation to grow tenfold in 
fiscal year 1988. 

Presently, it costs about $3,000 to 
lift a pound of material into space. 
That's too expensive for a star wars 
system. 

For that reason, SDI last year said it 
would have to develop a space trans
portation system that by the end of 
the century would lift material into 
space for $300 a pound. 

But with the big push for a near
term development of star wars in the 
1994-95 timeframe, SDI is proposing a 
hurry-up schedule for space transpor
tation. 

SDI wants to build an advanced 
launch system by 1994 instead of wait
ing until the end of the century so it 
can orbit the space-based rockets for 
the near-term deployment. And in ad
dition to a far-off cost goal of $300 per 
pound, SDI wants to build an ad
vanced launch system for the near
term 1994-95 deployment with an in
terim cost goal of $1,000 per pound. 

In other words, Mr. President, SDI 
wants to build two advanced launch 
systems: One in the 1994 that lifts at a 
cost of $1,000 per pound, and another 
by the end of the century that lifts for 
$300 a pound. 

Proceeding with this type of sched
ule for the advanced launch system 
would have a number of serious conse
quences for the future of U.S. space 
transportation. 

First, SDI's near-term deployment 
would have to rely on a transportation 
system that cannot meet the original 
goal of a tenfold reduction in launch 
cost to $300 a pound. At best SDI 
could only achieve a threefold reduc
tion in launch costs by 1994. This 
would put the near-term deployment 
at a severe launch cost disadvantage 
from the beginning. 

Second, rushing into a hurry-up pro
gram to build an advanced launch 
system with a 1994 deadline poses ad
ditional risks for our space program. If 
the shuttle tragedy has shown us any
thing, it has shown us that hurry-up 
and unrealistic schedules can have 
tragic consequences. But that's exactly 

the kind of crash program SDI is pro
posing with the advanced launch 
system. 

Finally, this rush to build an interim 
advanced launch system will hurt 
NASA's future civilian space program. 
In the past, America's giant rockets 
have been developed by NASA. Howev
er, SDI wants the Defense Depart
ment to dominate the development of 
the advanced launch system. If that is 
allowed to happen, we will end up with 
a tremendously wasteful misallocation 
of resources and talent. 

Mr. President, the House in its sup
plemental appropriations bill zeroed 
out all funds for the advanced launch 
system. The Senate in its supplemen
tal included $131 million for the ALS. 

The conference more or less split the 
difference and agreed to provide $75 
million for the advanced launch 
system. 

Mr. President, I would have pre
f erred that the conference had adopt
ed the House position and not appro
priated any funds for the ALS. There's 
really no pressing need for the ad
vanced launch system at this time. 
There seems to be a majority consen
sus in both the Senate and the House 
that a near-term deployment of strate
gic defenses would not enhance U.S. 
national security. 

I was pleased, however, that this 
conference, on which I served, ap
proved legislative language concerning 
the development of an advanced 
launch system. 

This legislative langauge, whose 
drafting I was involved with as a 
member of the Defense Appropria
tions Subcommittee, originated in the 
Senate's supplemental appropriations 
bill. 

The language that was approved in 
the conference report places three re
quirements on the development of the 
advanced launch system. 

First, the conference report requires 
that before any money beyond the $12 
million is spent, NASA and the De
partment of Defense put together a 
plan for jointly developing an ad
vanced launch system. 

Second, the conference report man
dates that any ALS we build be able to 
lift material into space for $300 per 
pound-not for $1,000 per pound as 
proposed for the interim goal. In other 
words, any advanced launch system 
that is built must reduce launch costs 
tenfold, not threefold. The conferees 
specifically prohibited funds from 
being used for the interim launch cost 
goal. 

Finally, the conference report specif
ically prohibits the advanced launch 
system from being developed for use in 
a near-term deployment of strategic 
defenses. None of the funds appropri
ated can be used to facilitate any early 
deployment of ballistic missile de
fense. 

Mr. President, the conference has es
tablished sound requirements for the 
development of an advanced launch 
system. 

These requirements will make the 
ALS development the national pro
gram the administration says it should 
be. 

These requirements force the ALS 
development to achieve the ultimate 
goal of lifting material into space for 
$300 per pound, instead of the interim 
goal of $1,000 per pound. 

And finally, these requirements pro
hibit the advanced launch system 
from being used for early deployment 
of strategic defenses, which most of us 
agree would be an unsound and dan
gerous step for this Nation to take. 

I yield the floor. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the time be
tween now and 9:30 a.m. today be 
equally divided and controlled by the 
two leaders or their designees. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senators may 
speak out of order during the first 
hour and that they may introduce 
bills and resolutions as in morning 
business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

QUORUM CALL 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum and ask 
unanimous consent that it be equally 
charged. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

RECESS SUBJECT TO CALL OF 
THE CHAIR 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess awaiting the call of the 
Chair. 

There being no objection, the 
Senate, at 8:42 a.m., recessed subject 
to the call of the Chair. 

The Senate reassembled at 8:55 a.m., 
when called to order by the Acting 
President pro tempore CMr. PRox
MIRE]. 

Mr. BURDICK addressed the Chair. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from North Dakota 
is recognized. 

<The remarks of Mr. BURDICK will 
appear later in the RECORD under 
Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.) 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
WIRTH). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

INTELLIGENCE OPERATIONS 
Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, there 

is no wonder the Central Intelligence 
Agency and other secret operations 
add up to nearly $20 billion a year 
from the U.S. Treasury. 

Lieutenant colonels should not be in 
charge of far-reaching, continuing 
secret operations. No amount of sin
cerity and earnestness by Lieutenant 
Colonel North can replace the experi
ence that is necessary to justify the 
decisions in developing policy actions 
that are just short of war but can 
result in involving the U.S. Naval and 
Air Force placements. 

The joint committees questioning 
North have burrowed into the sub
stance of his actions prior to the time 
President Reagan discharged him 
from the National Security Council. 

Those hearings revealed that he is a 
true believer in secret operations and 
has not hesitated to set U.S. foreign 
policy on dangerous grounds, ignoring 
the need for better experience and 
consultation with superiors to check 
him out. 

North is young, handsome, and obvi
ously dedicated to covert operations, 
and he reveres the deceased Director 
of Central Intelligence, William Casey. 

But the purpose of intelligence gath
ering is to provide accurate inf orma
tion to military commanders, includ
ing the President, so that the Presi
dent, upon consultation, can set for
eign policy. 

North should be just part of the op
eration, but it is clear that he believes 
history has placed him as a linchpin to 
execute secret operations so bizarre as 
to sell arms to Khomeini and Iran and 
plow the money back into supporting 
the Contras in Nicaragua. 

Although North displays the silver 
and bronze stars for his service in Viet
nam, below which he dangles the 
larger medals to designate his exper
tise with rifle and pistol, does he be
lieve the chain of command is so short 
as to put him in charge of contriving 
to sell armaments around the world 
and to shovel both tax and private dol-

lars in and out of secret accounts in 
hostage and Contra deals? 

The substance of the secret oper
ation which he espoused so earnestly 
is an operation that sold arms to Irani
an officials with the idea that it might 
open the door to discussions of releas
ing American hostages held in the 
Middle East. That immediately creates 
chaos since swapping arms for hos
tages was not and is not U.S. policy. 

Second, dealing with the middlemen 
placed North in the position of repre
senting the U.S. Government in secret
ly turning over U.S. armaments in 
profitmaking ventures with the money 
being hidden in Swiss bank accounts 
accruing to private operators who 
spent the money as they saw fit, some 
of it going to their own uses such as a 
protective fence for North's home and 
some going to other profiteers who 
bought goods for the Contras. That 
has not been and should not be U.S. 
foreign policy. 

Although the President is in charge 
of all of this, and probably knew very 
little about it, the point is, Why was 
North ever allowed to be in charge? 

Generals and admirals do not make 
policy; they execute it. CIA Directors 
do not make policy; they gather inf or
mation. 

Youngish, middle-level officers have 
never been allowed, up until North, to 
set the course of the country. 

The committees hearing this testi
mony are made up of Congressmen 
and Senators who are divided on how 
they individually voted on Contra aid. 
There never was a vote in Congress, 
indeed no one ever foolishly suggested, 
that we sell armaments to Khomeini's 
intermediaries. And no one ever fool
ishly suggested that we contrive deals 
in selling U.S. armaments abroad and 
take the profits to Swiss bank ac
counts to enrich gunrunners, and peel 
it off here and there to help those 
who believe in the Contra cause. 

The debates in Congress and the 
President's discussion on his position 
on Iran, the hostages and the Contras, 
are a matter of public record. I person
ally oppose, as the President does, 
trading arms for hostages or providing 
arms to Iran, but I differ with the 
President and many of my colleagues 
in Congress on Contra aid. I do oppose 
it. Perhaps I am more gung ho than 
the President, Colonel North, or my 
colleagues in Congress who support 
Contra aid in that I believe our first 
step should be shutting off Cuban
Soviet arms shipments into Nicaragua. 

But I remind you, Mr. President, 
that all of those discussions in debat
ing and considering what is our policy, 
what is the U.S. position on this, is 
done in public as far as the position of 
Congress and as far as the President's 
position, being made known to the 
people of the United States. 

But whatever U.S. policy is now or is 
going to be, the secret operations of 

intelligence gathering are used only by 
the President and those military com
manders he designates. The public 
must have confidence that the Presi
dent as Commander in Chief has con
trol of foreign policy. There can be 
little public confidence if the rampant, 
diverse, secret intelligence operations 
are in charge of lieutenant colonels, no 
matter how earnest and sincere they 
maybe. 

No wonder we are spending nearly 
$20 billion per year through U.S. intel
ligence agencies. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, in his capacity as a Senator 
from Colorado, without objection, dis
penses with further proceedings under 
the quorum call. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 

hour having passed since the Senate 
convened, the clerk will report the 
motion to invoke cloture. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
We, the undersigned Senators, in accord

ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the Moy
nihan amendment, No. 367, relating to the 
Persian Gulf, to S. 1420, a bill to authorize 
negotiations of reciprocal trade agreements, 
to stengthen United States trade laws, and 
for other purposes. 

Senators J.J. Exon, Robert C. Byrd, 
John Glenn, Paul Simon, Jim Sasser, 
Daniel P. Moynihan, J. Bennett John
ston, Terry Sanford, Kent Conrad, 
Wendell Ford, Claiborne Pell, Carl 
Levin, Alan Cranston, Bob Graham, 
Dale Bumpers, and Brock Adams. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursu

ant to rule XXII, the Chair now di
rects the clerk to call the roll to ascer
tain the presence of a quorum. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered 
to their names: 

Adams 
Byrd 
Chiles 

[Quorum Vote No. 191 
Moynihan 
Roth 
Warner 

Wilson 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A 
quorum is not present. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move 
that the Sergeant at Arms be instruct
ed to request the attendance of absent 
Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 



July 111, 1987 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 19685 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from West Virginia 
CMr. BYRD] to instruct the Sergeant at 
Arms to request the attendance of 
absent Senators. On this question the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Delaware CMr. 
BIDEN], the Senator from South 
Dakota CMr. DASCHLE], the Senator 
from Tennessee CMr. GORE] and the 
Senator from Illinois CMr. SIJllON] are 
necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is absent 
because of death in the family. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Wisconsin CMr. KASTEN] 
is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SHELBY). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 84, 
nays 10, as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 188 Leg.] 
YEAS-84 

Adams 
Armstrong 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bumpers 
Burdick. 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenic! 
Duren berger 
Evans 
Exon 

Bond 
Gramm 
Helms 
Murkowski 

Bi den 
Daachle 

Ford Melcher 
Fowler Met.zenbaum 
Garn Mikulski 
Glenn Mitchell 
Graham Moynihan 
Grassley Nunn 
Harkin Packwood 
Hatch Pell 
Hatfield Prel!laler 
Hecht Reid 
Hefiin Riegle 
Heinz Rockefeller 
Hollings Roth 
Humphrey Rudman 
Inouye Sanford 
Johnston Sar banes 
Karnes Sasser 
Kassebaum Shelby 
Kennedy Simpson 
Kerry Specter 
Lautenberg Staffor4 
Leahy Stennis 
Levin Stevens 
Lugar Symms 
Matsunaga Thurmond 
McCain Trible 
McClure Warner 
McConnell Wirth 

NAYS-10 
Nickles Weick.er 
Proxmire Wilson 
Quayle 
Wallop 

NOT VOTING-6 
Gore 
Kasten 

Pryor 
Simon 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With 

the addition of Senators voting who 
did not answer the quorum call, a 
quorum is now present. 

VOTE 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the Moynihan 
amendment No. 367 relating to the 
Persian Gulf, s. 1420, Omnibus Trade 
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and Competitive Act of 1987, shall be 
brought to a close. 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Delaware CMr. 
BIDENl, the Senator from South 
Dakota CMr. DASCHLE], the Senator 
from Tennessee CMr. GoREl and the 
Senator from Illinois CMr. SIMON] are 
necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas CMr. PRYOR] is absent 
because of death in the family. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Wisconsin CMr. KAsTENl 
and the Senator from Idaho CMr. 
McCLURE] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted-yeas 53, 
nays 40, as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 189 Leg.] 

YEAS-53 
Adams 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bingaman 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bumpers 
Burdick. 
Byrd 
Chiles 
Conrad 
Cranston 
DeConclni 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Exon 
Ford 
Fowler 

Armstrong 
Bond 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Cohen 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Dole 
Domenici 
Duren berger 
Evans 
Garn 

Bi den 
Daschle 
Gore 

Glenn Mitchell 
Graham Moynihan 
Harkin Nunn 
Hatfield Pell 
Heflin Proxmire 
Hollings Reid 
Humphrey Riegle 
Inouye Rockefeller 
Johnston Roth 
Kennedy Sanford 
Kerry Sar banes 
Lautenberg Sasser 
Leahy Shelby 
Levin Specter 
Mataunaga Stennis 
Melcher Weick.er 
Met.zenbaum Wirth 
Mikulski 

NAYS-40 
Gramm Pressler 
Gra.ssley Quayle 
Hatch Rudman 
Hecht Simpson 
Heinz Stafford 
Helms Stevens 
Karnes Symms 
Kassebaum Thurmond 
Lugar Trible 
McCain Wallop 
McConnell Warner 
Murkowski Wilson 
Nickles 
Packwood 

NOT VOTING-7 
Kasten 
McClure 
Pryor 

Simon 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On 
this vote, the yeas are 53, the nays are 
40. Three-fifths of the Senators duly 
chosen and sworn not having voted in 
the affirmative, the motion is not 
agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, there 
were five Senators on this side of the 
aisle who were absent. Had they been 
here, they would have voted for clo
ture, so we would have had 58 votes 
for cloture. 

I should say in that regard that Sen
ator PRYOR is absent because of a 
death in the family, and I think that 

should be stated on the record. Other
wise, he would be here. 

The Senate has voted for the third 
time on the conduct of American 
policy in the Persian Gulf with regard 
to the reflagging of Kuwaiti tankers. 

This vote, like the previous two 
votes, is again another signal of the 
great concern that the U.S. Senate has 
with regard to the President's an
nounced policy. 

We may be going down the road to 
another Beirut. We are raising the 
stakes in the Persian Gulf as a result 
of the failure of the Iran-hostage 
gambit. A majority of the Senate has 
again gone on record as saying that 
this announced policy is one more dan
gerous step toward conflict with Iran. 
We are going pellmell down the road. 
We have absolutely no idea as to what · 
may be around the bend. 

This vote, like the other two votes, is 
a vote of caution. We need to think 
through the policy to understand the 
full consequences of what we are 
about to do by reflagging the Kuwaiti 
tankers. The American people should 
not be caught by surprise. This vote, 
like the other two votes, has failed to 
invoke cloture. Nevertheless, it is a 
clear signal of the concern and cau
tion. It should be recognized for that, 
and I hope the White House is getting 
the signal. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me in

dicate that the U.N. Security Council 
is going to be meeting, not on this very 
issue of reflagging, but on a cease fire 
in the Persian Gulf area, maybe today, 
maybe tomorrow, but sometime this 
week. 

It seems to me that that would be a 
· big step in the right direction, and 
that would ease the concerns that 
many have-not just in this Chamber, 
but many Americans have-about our 
ventures in the Persian Gulf, whether 
it is reflagging or whatever. 

In the meantime, it seems to me that 
it is in our interests to see what hap
pens in the United Nations. As I have 
indicated, I think reflagging is a done 
deal. I think that agreement has been 
made. I am not very comfortable with 
it myself, but to undo it or delay it 
would further erode our credibility in 
that part of the world. I hope we can 
work out some arrangement, and there 
have been efforts to put together a bi
partisan resolution which would call 
upon the administration to continue 
consultations with Congress and, at 
the appropriate time, to convene a 
conference, or at least to suggest a 
conference, of exporters and importers 
of oil, to see if we can reach some 
agreement with all the exporting and 
importing countries. 

Finally, I point out that there were 
two Members on this side who did not 
vote; and had they been here and 
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voted, they would have voted against 
invoking cloture. 

OMNIBUS TRADE AND 
COMPETITIVENESS ACT OF 1987 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill CS. 1420). 
Pending: 
Cl> Moynihan Amendment No. 367, to ex

press the sense of the Congress with respect 
to the proposed protection by the United 
States of reflagged Kuwaiti tankers in the 
Persian Gulf. 

<2> Byrd Amendments No. 368 <to Amend
ment No. 367), in the nature of a substitute. 

<3> Bumpers Amendment No. 450, to pro
vide that no funds shall be available during 
the 89-day period following enactment of 
the Act to accomplish the reflagging of any 
Kuwaiti naval vessels. 

(4) Hatfield Amendment No. 451 <to 
Amendment No. 450), of a perfecting 
nature. 

A motion was entered to close further 
debate on Bumpers Amendment No. 450 
and, pursuant to the provisions of Rule 
XXII of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the cloture vote will occur on Wednesday, 
July 15. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, we are 
back on the trade bill. I believe there 
will be an amendment by Mr. QUAYLE 
which will be called up, and then, 
upon the disposition of that amend
ment, there will be an amendment by 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Those two are se
quenced into the order, as of Friday. 

I have talked with both managers, 
Mr. BENTSEN and Mr. PACKWOOD, and 
they are very desirous of getting on 
now with the bill and trying to finish 
it today. 

Let me say what I have said upon a 
number of occasions; namely, if the 
Senate finishes its work on the trade 
bill today and tomorrow, including the 
extension of the debt limit-in other 
words, if the Senate can complete 
action on the extension of the debt 
limit and the trade bill by the close of 
business tomorrow evening-the 
Senate will not be in session on this 
coming Friday. 

On Thursday of this week, the 
Senate will not be in session because 
of the special event that is occurring 
in Philadelphia in connection with the 
writing of the Constitution which oc
curred there, in the City of Brotherly 
Love, 200 years ago this year. So the 
Senate will not be in session on Thurs
day. 

But the Senate will be in session 
Friday if action is not completed on 
the trade bill and on the debt limit ex
tension. 

It seems to me that it behooves us to 
do everything we can to work hard to 
try to complete action .on these two 
matters, not just that the Senate 
would not be in on Friday in the event 
we complete action on them but be
cause we have been on the trade bill 
now for close to 3 weeks and the mem-

bers of the Finance Committee which, 
of course, includes the two managers, 
have to give their attention to the rec
onciliation measure which will be 
coming along shortly and they need to 
get both the trade bill and the debt 
limit through the Senate because they 
are very much involved in both. Then 
they will be involved in the reconcilia
tion measure, as I have indicated. 

So it is very important to get the 

on our time and the pressures to get 
reconciliation resolved. 

So I urge we move ahead with them 
if we can. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator. 

The PRF.SIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Indiana is recognized to call up an 
amendment. 

trade bill finished-they have to go to AKDDKDT No. 495 

conference at some point on that-and <Purpose: To express the sense of the 
get the debt limit extension acted Senate that each Senate committee that 
upon. That has to go to conference. I reports legislation that requires employers 
think it is clear that we have our work to provide new employee benefits secure 
cut out for us. an objective analysis of the impact of the 

Senators who have amendments who legislation on employment and interna
are bound and determined to call them tional competitiveness and include an 
up should do so today. We have had analysis of the impact in the report of the 
difficulty in getting Senators to come committee on the legislation.> 
to the floor and call up their amend-
ments. The managers have been here Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I send 
dutifully at their posts of responsibil- an amendment to the desk on behalf 
ity and they have been wanting to act of myself and Senator BUMPERS. 
on amendments and a good many The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments have been acted upon. clerk will read the amendment. 

As I understand it, there is not a The bill clerk read as follows: 
great number of amendments that The Senator from Indiana CMr. QUAYLE], 
remain, some of which would be ac- for himself and Mr. BUllPERS, proposes en 
ceptable, I am told, to the two manag- amendment numbered 495. 
ers. Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I ask 

I yield to the distinguished Senator · unanimous consent that the reading of 
from Texas, the chairman of the Fi- the amendment be dispensed with. 
nance Committee, for any comment he The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
may have and I ask unanimous con- out objection, it is so ordered. 
sent none of the time that I have The amendment is as follows: 
taken here will be with prejudice to 
the Senator from Indiana CMr. On page 643, between the end of the table 
QUAYLE]. of contents and line 1, insert the following 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- new section: 
out objection, it is so ordered. SEC. • IMPACT OF NEW EMPWYEE BENEFITS ON 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, we EMPLOYMENT AND INTERNATIONAL 
see listed approximately 20 amend- COMPETITIVENESS. 
ments yet to be taken care of and <a> Fnmnms.-The Senate finds that
amongst those there are quite a Cl> in times of budgetary stringency, it is 
number that I think we could work difficult to enact legislation providing new 
out that would not require a vote. If employee benefits at an additional cost to 

the taxpayer; 
we could get the Members to come for- <2> there is an attractive theory that em-
ward and do that with staff now we ployee benefits can be provided at no cost to 
could move along on that. the taxpayer by requiring that the benefits 

But here is what we are facing in the be provided by employers; and 
Finance Committee. We start our <3> requiring employers to provide new 
hearings tomorrow morning insofar as employee benefits imposes substantial costs 
reconciliation, and we will be having on employers <especially small businesses), 
them Wednesday, Thursday, and the economy <in terms of international com
Friday. petitiveness>, and employees <in terms of 

I certainly understand the necessity lost Jobs). 
for being back here Friday to try to <b> SENSE oF THE SENATE.-It is the sense 
finish this up if we cannot finish it up of the Senate that each Senate committee 
tonight. I would hope we could avoid it that reports legislation requiring employers 

to provide new employee benefits--
and if the Members with those amend- <1> secure an objective analysis of the 
ments will come forward, I think that impact of the legislation on employers <es
we can finish it up. It may be a bit late pecially small businesses>, the economy <in 
tonight, but I think we could put this terms of international competitiveness>, and 
one to bed and get it passed. employees <in terms of lost jobs>, before the 

I strongly urge our colleagues to committee reports the legislation; and 
come over and offer their amendments <2> include an analysis of the impact in 
as soon as we have some disposition of the report of the committee on the legisla
the amendment of the Senator from tion. 
Indiana CMr. QUAYLE]. 

But we really are in conflict insofar 
as our own committee and the demand 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Massachusetts. 
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(Purpose: To express the sense of the 
Senate that each Senate committee that 
reports legislation that requires employers 
to provide employee benefits or otherwise 
affects employment levels and conditions 
shall secure an objective analysis of the 
costs and benefits of the legislation to em
ployees, employers, and international 
competitiveness, and shall include an anal
ysis of these effects in the report of the 
committee on the legislation> 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 

send a perfecting amendment to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Massachusetts CMr. 

KDNEDYl proposes an amendment num
bered 496 to Amendment No. 495. 

On page l, beginning with line 6, strike 
out all through the end of the amendment 
and insert in lleu thereof the following: 

< 1 > legislation requiring employers to pro
vide new employee benefits or otherwise af
fecting employment levels and conditions 
may impose both benefits and costs on em
ployers, employees, and taxpayers; and 

(2) such legislation may also benefit or 
hinder the international competitiveness of 
United States firms. 

(b) SoSJ: OP THI: SoAn:.-It Is the sense 
of the Senate that each Senate committee 
that reports legislation requiring employers 
to provide employee benefits or otherwise 
affecting employment levels and conditions 
should-

< 1> secure objective analysis of the bene
fits and costs of the legislation to employ
ees, employers, and the international com
petitiveness of the economy before the com
mittee reports the legislation; and 

<2> include an analysis of the matters de
scribed in clause < 1 > in the report of the 
committee on the legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I do: 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Indiana. 
Mr. QUAYLE. I am seeking recogni

tion, Mr. President. Thank you. 
Mr. President, I have not seen this 

perfecting amendment. I have asked 
my staff to read it and give me com
ments. I hope to be able to read it 
during the debate of the Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

I would only say that on our resolu
tion, which was Senate Resolution 218, 
we had strong bipartisan support in 
the Senate for that resolution dealing 
with the issue of mandated benefits. If 
the perfecting amendment is one that 
is to be constructive and add help to 
Senate Resolution 218, so be it. I wel
come that help and assistance. If it 
not and it is to be destructive or to go 
in a different way, then I obviously 
will have a different viewpoint. 

I do not know the desire of the 
Senate from Massachusetts. 

I point out to the Senator that on 
Friday afternoon I had an amendment 
that I was prepared to call up. There 
was an objection heard to calling this 
amendment up on behalf of the chair-

man of the committee and, therefore, 
after debate it did not go forward. 

Obviously, over the weekend the 
chairman and staff have taken a look 
at this and now have offered a perfect
ing amendment. We Just got it. We 
would be in somewhat of a disadvan
taged position to talk about it, but I 
will talk about what Senate Resolu
tion 218 is and what the desire of the 
Senator from Indiana has been all 
along. 

Mr. President, what we have is an 
issue on this sense-of-the-Senate reso
lution offered by myself, Senator 
BUMPERS and many other cosponsors 
of Senate Resolution 218 to try to ad
dress the very important issue of man
dated benefits. 

Mandated benefits are really bene
fits that will be mandated by the Fed
eral Government to the employer. As 
to the sense-of-the-Senate resolution 
that I was offering that was rather 
direct, very straight-forward, I would 
Just like to state what the resolve 
clause of that sense-of-the-Senate res
olution is. 

It says: 
Resolved, it is the sense of the Senate that 

each Senate committee that reports legisla
tion requiring employers to provide new em
ployee benefits, one, to secure objective 
analysis of the impact of the legislation on 
employers, especially small businesses, the 
economy and in terms of international com
petitiveness and employees in terms of lost 
Jobs before the committee reports the legis
lation and include analysis of the impact of 
the report of the committee on the legisla
tion. 

What we are attempting to do, Mr. 
President, is to say that if we are going 
to get into this whole area of mandat
ed benefits we ought to know what we 
are doing, and right now we are sort of 
in a lost world as far as what the 
impact is on jobs, what the impact is 
on small business, what the potential 
impact is on international competitive
ness. 

We do not have any objective analy
sis that have been rendered on that, 
and I think we should. 

Sometimes mandated benefits may 
in fact be a good thing. I know that I 
have supported mandated benefits in 
the past and probably will support 
some in the future. I know that this 
Congress has in fact passed mandated 
benefits along the lines of providing 
extended health insurance for the un
employed. That was a good idea. The 
Senator from Massachusetts was in
volved in that as I was and a number 
of others and it was put in the recon
ciliation and passed and became law. 

We do not know what the actual 
impact of that is and probably should 
have looked at it at the time we passed 
it. 

Since passing that, there are going 
to be others-I can think of three of 
them that are in the Labor and 
Human Resources Committee. We 
have the occupational disease notifica-

tion, the minimum health benefits 
package and parental level and all 
these are in the area of mandated ben
efits of where the Government is 
going to mandate the employer to do 
something that was going to cost the 
employer money. 

This is really a new way to have the 
employer basically pick up the tab for 
what Uncle Sam used to do. The old 
way and the old school of doing things 
was sort of tax and spend. 

Well, the tax and spend philosophy 
has been fairly well repudiated. So we 
are going to have to be a little more 
subtle about how we go about, in legis
lating, to doing things that perhaps 
the Congress wants to do. Instead of 
taxing, raising the revenues and then 
returning it and spending it, what we 
in fact are doing is to say to the em
ployer that, "You will do these things 
that we used to do." "We" being the 
Federal Government. So this in es
sence is a substitute for the idea of tax 
and spending. 

Everyone knows, for all practical 
purposes, the Federal Government is 
broke. We have huge Federal budget 
deficits. And in lieu of having the 
huge Federal budget deficits, you 
cannot go about doing things that you 
did in the past, and that is Just to 
create a Government program, create 
a Government program to fulfill some 
social obligation that is perceived or is 
there in reality. And, therefore, what 
we are going to do is come along and 
say, "OK, we cannot do it, but the 
desire is still out there and, therefore, 
the employer, the employer, is going 
to do it." 

Well, if we are going to load up the 
employer-and basically, mandated 
benefits is an indirect tax. Any time 
you, being the Government, require an 
employer to do certain things that are 
going to cost money, it, in effect, is a 
tax, an indirect tax, but it is an addi
tional tax of doing business. As we 
raise the cost of capital, if we raise the 
cost of conducting business, obviously 
we ought to see how this is going to 
play in our whole international com
petitive arena, how this is going to 
impact on potential jobs and unem
ployment and particularly on what the 
impact is going to be to small business
es in this Nation. 

Obviously, big business can afford 
and perhaps do a lot of the mandated 
benefits already. Whatever the Con
gress may deem from time to time 
should be done, the bigger businesses 
do not have that much of a problem. 
They say, "We do not mind doing that, 
or we can do it. It won't cost that 
much money in terms of our gross 
sales." 

But if you take the same attitude 
and look at the small businessman, the 
mom and pop shop, the retail outlet, 
the grocery store, that small business
man or woman, they really are getting 
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in a pinch, Mr. President. They are 
getting in a pinch when the Govern
ment says you are going to do this and 
you are going to do that and you have 
to pay for that. These costs add up. 
And, instead of just being a small per
centage of their gross sales, adding 
these employee-mandated benefits on 
can become quite a significant in
crease. 

So, the sense-of-the-Senate resolu
tion is one that we ought to have just 
an objective analysis on as to the 
impact on jobs, impact on internation
al competition and small business, and 
how our economy is going to operate. I 
do not think that is too much to ask. 

I suppose that the Senator from 
Massachusetts will tell us what is 
wrong with Senate Resolution 218-I 
look forward to the debate-and why 
Senate Resolution 218 is not going to 
be helpful and see where, in fact, we 
may go. 

If there is a sincere desire to try to 
work something out, that is fine. If 
there is a desire just to sabotage what 
is incorporated in Senate Resolution 
218 and to take the Senator's amend
ment and perfect it, well, that will not 
be satisfactory and I can only say we 
will probably be on this for quite some 
time. 

I do not believe that we should be. I 
think that I was prepared to go on 
Friday. We received this latest amend
ment 2 minutes ago. It was unexpect
. ed. We did not know it was going to 
come. Quite frankly, I do not think it 
was necessary. We were willing to 
enter into a 20-minute time agreement 
or a 30-minute time agreement. That 
was unacceptable. 

I am ready to proceed. So, at some 
time the Senate is going to come to a 
disposition of this amendment. Maybe 
it will not be right now. I do not know. 
I have to sit down and' read this 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Massachusetts to see what it 
says. 

As I said, if it is a desire to facilitate 
and help along and to complete Senate 
Resolution 218, perhaps there is some
thing that can be worked out. If it is 
not, then, so be it. 

The only thing I can say is that this 
amendment, I think, is very impor
tant. I think it is very important that 
the Senate go on record in saying that 
we are concerned about the impact of 
this potential legislation that is going 
to be coming down the pike. It is legis
lation that has been introduced. It is 
legislation that has had hearings. It is 
legislation that is going to be before 
this Senate very soon. And this 
Senate, being the great deliberative 
body that it likes to think of itself as, 
ought to take a little time to at least 
look. at some of the analysis that will 
focus upon some of the very, very im
portant parts of our economy. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
Senate has nearly completed its work 
on its package of trade and competi
tiveness measures. Considering the sig
nificance of these measures, an appar
ently modest proposal such as that of
fered by the Senator from Indiana 
should not consume a great deal of our 
time. 

We have, as the distinguished major
ity leader takes pains to remind us, 
many important matters on which we 
must act after we vote on the trade 
bill. And so, I will take just a few mo
ments to comment upon Senator 
QuAYLE's proposal, to explain to my 
colleagues why the Labor and Hum.an 
Resources Committee tabled a similar 
proposal offered by Senator QUAYLE 
earlier this year, and to offer an 
amendment to Senator QUAYLE'S 
amendment. 

Like all committees, the Labor Com
mittee considers the potential costs 
and benefits of all the legislation it 
considers. And we are always interest
ed in studies or analyses from objec
tive sources. But, as we found out 
during the many weeks we considered 
Senator QUAYLE'S original proposal, 
objective sources are not easy to come 
by. The chamber of commerce, for ex
ample, is surely not an objective 
source of analysis on these· subjects. 

We looked for some competent, dis
interested analysts to see what kind of 
analysis they might be able to per
form. At Senator QUAYLE'S suggestion, 
our staffs met with representatives of 
the Congressional Budget Office, the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, and the 
General Accounting Office. Each of 
the three agencies expressed skepti
cism that anyone could perform an 
analysis of the sort we had in mind in 
the time that would be available 
before a committee was ready to 
report out legislation. 

Moreover, CBO and BLS told us that 
they were not in a position to perform 
such a service for the committee. 

We pursued the matter further with 
the GAO. Senator HATCH and I sent a 
letter to GAO asking about their ca
pacity and willingness to perform such 
an analysis. In a letter dated June 1, 
1987, Mr. Richard Fogel, Assistant 
Comptroller General, wrote a re
sponse, which I ask unanimous con
sent to be printed in the RECORD in its 
entirety. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, 
Washington, DC, June 1, 1987. 

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and 

Human Resources, U.S. Senate. 
Hon. ORRIN G. HATCH, 
Ranking Member, Committee on Labor and 

Human Resources, U.S. Senate. 
DEAR SENATORS: Thll! letter is in response 

to your April 24, 1987, letter asking whether 

GAO could provide the Committee with em
ployment impact estimates for legislative 
proposals requiring employers to provide 
certain compensation or benefits. 

We will try to respond to any specific re
quest from the Committee for analysis of 
legislative proposals, but we are reluctant to 
agree to continuing work requirements be
cause of the resulting need to set aside spe
cialized staff who are then unavailable to 
respond to other congressional needs. We 
are also concerned about the timing issue. It 
is difficult for us to estimate the length of 
time needed to perform this kind of analysis 
without some additional research, however, 
it is likely that the 60- to 90-day timeframe 
would limit our ability to fully answer your 
questions. We could identify factors likely 
to affect employment, the sectors affected, 
and possibly provide a broad-range estimate. 
However, a longer timeframe to perform 
analyses and more experience in doing them 
would allow us to provide better and more 
precise estimates. 

With respect to the methodology to be 
used, benefits mentioned <minimum wage, 
parental leave, and mandatory health bene
fits> would each require a somewhat unique 
methodology and require a study of a 
unique set of literature and modeling tech
niques. Estimates such as those requested 
are subject to some considerable uncertaiu
ty and are sensitive to the specific provi
sions of the proposal and a wide variety of 
analytical assumptions. We would, there
fore, suggest that if you wish to proceed 
with this work that we agree on the general 
nature and timing of the output required. 

Our staff is available to further discuss 
the Committee's needs and can be reached 
by calling William Gainer, our Associate Di
rector for Education and Employment, on 
275-5365. 

Sincerely yours, 
RICHARD L. FOGEL, 

Assistant Comptroller General. 

Mr. KENNEDY. In the letter, Mr. 
Fogel told us that the task of identify
ing and modeling the factors that 
would affect employment would be 
subject to lots of assumptions and 
would be different in each case. He 
also said that any estimates would be 
"subject to some considerable uncer
tainty." He also indicated that the 
magnitude of the task made GAO re
luctant to agree to continuing work re
quirements of this sort. 

Mr. President, I am all in favor of 
objective studies on the effects of leg
islation. But we must confront the 
facts. First, the kind of study that 
would be reliable may be impossible to 
perform without making many debata
ble assumptions. Second, it may be im
possible to perform an analysis that 
takes account of all relevant factors in 
the space of a few months. 

Third, none of the normal sources of 
assistance to Congress will be available 
on an ongoing basis. It is far more rea
sonable for us to seek out and compile 
whatever objective analyses and stud
ies may be available. 

A further concern I have with the 
current language in Senator QUAYLE'S 
proposal is that it focuses only on the 
possible detrimental effects of pro-
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posed legislation. There may be posi
tive effects as well. 

Obviously, the employees who are 
protected benefit. But there are also 
benefits to employers and to our inter
national competitiveness. A good ex
ample of these beneficial effects can 
be found in our recent hearings on my 
minimum health benefits proposal. 

During that hearing Senator QUAYLE 
asked some of the business witnesses 
whether our proposal would impede 
the international competitiveness of 
their business. 

These witnesses-top executives of 
Chrysler, American Airlines, and 
Baxter Travenol Laboratories-replied 
that the legislation would have just 
the opposite effect. They testified that 
it would enhance their competitive
ness by ensuring that all businesses 
paid their fair share of health insur
ance premiums for workers and their 
families. 

This proposal would reduce the pre
miums of companies that do provide 
health insurance, because those premi
ums now pay for family members who 
work for employers that do not have 
health insurance and because the 
prices charged insurers include the 
costs of providing care to the unin
sured. If it is objectivity we are after, I 
think we should be sure to consider 
the positive effects such as these, as 
well as consider possible costs. 

The amendment I now offer would 
make several changes in Senator 
QUAYLE'S proposal. First, it would 
make clear that the objective analysis 
need not be a single analysis from a 
single source. My amendment simply 
calls for objective analysis to be se
cured. Thus, as we are doing with our 
minimum wage proposals, we may 
secure studies from academic sources 
and from groups that do econometric 
analyses, or from whatever sources are 
available. 

Second, my amendment calls for ob
jective analysis of both the benefits 
and the costs of proposed legislation. 

Third, because my amendment 
makes this analysis less formal and 
more balanced, the amendment ex
tends the call for such analysis to all 
measures with significant impact on 
employment levels or conditions. Of 
course, many committees already con
sider these effects. 

I off er this change in the spirit of 
objectivity, in recognition of the fact 
that employment and competitiveness 
can be affected by a variety of means. 

The amendment calls for the com
mittee to provide its analysis of the 
costs and benefits in its report on the 
legislation. Again, this need not be in 
any particular form. This provision is 
meant to encourage committees to ad
dress and analyze these costs and ben
efits in whatever ways are practicable. 

As the expert agencies emphasized 
to us, it is not possible to do a respect
able economic analysis that produces a 

single estimate of costs, or of jobs lost 
or gained. All legislators must balance 
for themselves the costs and benefits 
of proposals on the basis of all they 
hear, from interested as well as disin
terested sources. 

In conclusion, let me say that I have 
no quarrel with the idea of encourag
ing committees to consider the effects 
of proposed legislation on employees, 
employers, and international competi
tiveness. I simply ask that the Senate 
not create artifical procedures that 
might delay consideration of proposed 
measures by committees. I also ask 
that the Senate not adopt a one-sided 
call for supposedly objective analysis. 
I urge adoption of my amendment. 

Mr. QUAYLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

REID). The Senator from Indiana. 
Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I 

would state to the Senator from Mas
sachusetts that I had a quick reading 
of this and at least we are getting 
closer, probably, to some sort of an un
derstanding of what the desires of the 
Senator from Indiana are. I think that 
some headway, particularly from 
where we were as far as saying we do 
not need any analysis on the idea of 
international competitiveness or small 
business or jobs or the economy-at 
least I sense that the direction of the 
Senator's perfecting amendment to 
Senate Resolution 218 goes in my di
rection. 

There are some concerns that we 
probably do have with this. We are 
just trying to figure out the impact. 

As the Senator knows, there are a 
lot of times that words can mean dif
ferent things. I would suggest that 
perhaps, either we can do it on the 
floor or privately, we see if there is 
any way to try to come to an agree
ment between these two versions. I do 
not think that it is a difference be
tween night and day. I do think that 
there are some fundamental differ
ences that can probably be worked out 
if the Senator from Massachusetts is 
desirous of doing that. 

I have no intent and I do not desire 
to hold up the Senate. We have as I 
said, broad, bipartisan support. We 
have 8 Democrats and 24 Republicans 
who support this Senate Resolution 
218. 

So this sense-of-the Senate resolu
tion that I have offered has fairly 
deep support. 

If the Senator is desirous of trying 
to work something out without really 
unduly affecting what I am trying to 
do, I think I would be perfectly willing 
to accommodate him on that and per
haps we can work something out in a 
fairly short period of time. 

If we cannot, we cannot. But I think 
it would certainly be going in the di
rection of what I have been trying to 
do. We just got this amendment-how
ever long I have been speaking, 7 ,8,10 
minutes ago. He has had my resolu-

tion since May and had it over the 
weekend. 

I think perhaps it might be fruitful 
to go ahead and see if we can work 
something out, if that is the desire of 
the Senator from Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from South Carolina. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

am pleased to be a cosponsor of this 
resolution, expressing the sense of the 
Senate that committees reporting leg
islation requiring employers to provide 
new employee benefits must secure an 
objective analysis of the impact that 
legislation will have on employment 
and international competitiveness. In 
addition, the results of this analysis 
would be included in the report from 
the committee on the particular legis
lation involved. 

This resolution does not prejudge 
the merit of any bill. Rather, its pur
pose is to give us an opportunity to 
consider the employment and competi
tive impact of proposed increases in 
labor costs when individual bills are 
reported to the floor. I think it is vital 
that we make these key assessments 
regarding our employment and our 
international competitive position. 

Mr. President, the United States 
plays an important role in the global 
economy. However, recently, Ameri
cans have come to perceive that we 
may be at a serious competitive disad
vantage in comparison to such nations 
as Japan and Korea, and that imports 
from such development nations as the 
Philippines, Mexico, and Brazil are 
hurting both our economy and our 
manufacturing base. Dislocated work
ers, who may never return to their old 
jobs in the textile, steel, auto, or elec
tronics industries, would be justified in 
blaming our inability to compete on 
excessive Federal regulations and in
creased labor costs imposed on Ameri
can business by Congress. Surely we 
should not enact more legislation im
posing additional labor costs on busi
ness without first seriously and objec
tively assessing its impact on our inter
national competitiveness. This is all 
this resolution requires. 

Mr. President, the Federal Govern
ment is broke. There is no money for 
new Federal programs, and opposition 
to more taxes is strong. Because we 
are running a deficit, many of my col
leagues have proposed an indirect 
method of financing new benefits for 
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current workers. Several Members of 
Congress have resolved to establish a 
Federal mandate that new benefits for 
current workers will be paid in full, 
not by the Federal Government, but 
directly by employers. 

Proposals have been advanced to 
remedy a number of perceived social 
ills. All of the proposals have good in
tentions. Legislation has been intro
duced to provide for parental leave 
and mandated health insurance, and 
soon we may see federally mandated 
occupational disease compensation. 

While mandated benefits offer a 
benefit to employees at little cost to 
the Federal Government, they are not 
free. They cost money-and they cost 
jobs. mtimately, the price of benefits 
for currently employed workers is paid 
for by those who cannot get jobs be
cause higher labor costs reduce job 
growth. 

Increased labor costs have some ad
verse impact on employment. While 
economists differ about the extent the 
impact of mandated benefits have on 
employment, most would agree that 
they have some adverse effect on em
ployment. This resolution is designed 
to help us measure that impact in an 
objective manner. Since we measure 
inflation, unemployment, interest 
rates, the stock market, housing starts 
and many other key economic factors, 
we should begin to take a look at an
other key factor in the economy-ben
efit mandates. 

An objective analysis of the impact 
that mandated benefits legislation 
may have on employers, especially 
small business, must be an essential 
part of the legislative process. Small 
businesses have created a majority of 
the jobs in our economy. and these 
job-generating establishments are par
ticularly sensitive to changes in labor 
costs. In addition, we have a duty to 
forecast the impact that new benefit 
mandates will have on workers 
through lost jobs, and on our econo
my-particularly their effect on the 
competitive stance of this Nation. 

Mr. President, I just want to say 
that small business is having a rough 
time, and to mandate these benefits on 
small business will run a lot of them 
out of business. We should take the 
proper steps to protect small business 
that means so much to the economy of 
this Nation. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Delaware. 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, it was 

only 10 years ago today that Jack 
Kemp and myself introduced our legis
lation proposing that the marginal 
rates of taxation be cut by 30 percent 
over a 3-year-period. I might say that 
at that time the proposal did not bring 
about much attention or interest. I 

think in our press conference we had 
two reporters, one from my State of 
Delaware and one from Buffalo, NY. 

But, as is well known, this proposal 
ultimately became the centerpiece of 
the Reagan economic package. In 
1981, Congress did adopt legislation re
ducing the marginal rates of taxation 
by 25 percent over a 3-year period. 

Mr. President, I think that legisla
tion is the cause for the economic 
growth that this country has been en
joying in the period since then. As a 
matter of fact, we are currently in the 
56th month of economic expansion, 
the second longest peacetime upswing 
since World War II. 

I think the Roth-Kemp legislation 
can also take great credit for helping 
create new jobs. It is too little under
stood that since 1982, over 13 million 
new jobs have been created. In con
trast, the entire continent of Europe 
has had virtually no job creation since 
1974. 

The economic outlook remains posi
tive, with no signs of recession. It is 
anticipated that in 1987 the real GNP 
growth will be about 3 percent. It is 
also interesting to note that with this 
creation of 13 million new jobs, they 
are not, as some have claimed, low
paying jobs, but, rather, they are 
middle-class or high-paying jobs. 

The record shows that despite the 
mythology to the contrary, since 1981 
high- and middle-pay jobs have each 
accounted for 47 percent of the new 
jobs. Only 6 percent of the jobs were 
in the low-paying category. 

I might also say that the myth that 
the American economy is deindustri
alizing is not borne out by the facts. 
Manufacturing accounts for around 22 
percent of GNP, roughly the same as 
20 years ago. 

I might say in my own State of Dela
ware our unemployment rate is 2.9 
percent, the second lowest State un
employment rate in the Nation. 

I am pleased that the Kemp-Roth 
legislation has sparked the revitaliza
tion of the American economy-real 
growth rather than the inflation, high 
interest rates, and high unemploy
ment which characterized our econo
my in the seventies. I find it somewhat 
ironic, Mr. President, that just 10 
years later, after the economy has 
turned around, when this Nation once 
again faces a future bright and pros
perous, this Congress is talking once 
again about raising taxes. As a matter 
of fact, the $64 billion tax increase 
proposed in the budget resolution 
adopted by the House and Senate is 
exactly the wrong way to go. Higher 
taxes will not help this economy grow. 
It will not help create jobs. It is my 
understanding that this tax increase 
proposed by the congressional budget 
resolution would on average raise 
taxes for each working individual $643. 

Mr. President, instead of raising 
taxes, we should be continuing to look 

at ways of simplifying and reducing 
taxes. I hope that Congress will have 
the good sense in the days, weeks, and 
months ahead not to vote for the kind 
of tax increase proposed by the major
ity party. 

I recently released a study which 
shows that whenever Congress raises 
taxes, it raises spending even more. 
This study concluded that for every 
dollar of increase in revenue, Federal 
spending goes up $1.58. So it is foolish 
to try to argue that by raising taxes 
we are going to reduce the deficit, 
when everybody knows what it will 
really do is increase spending. 

Mr. President, over the 10 years 
since my distinguished friend and col
league, JACK KEMP. and I proposed a 
major, across-the-board reduction in 
marginal rates of taxation, this tax cut 
program became the centerpiece of 
Mr. Reagan's economic package, and 
most importantly it has worked. It has 
worked well by creating new jobs, new 
opportunities. As a result of this tax 
reform, contrary to what the critics 
were saying, today the wealthy are 
paying more taxes than they were 
before. The record shows that the 
richest 1 percent of taxpayers, those 
with 1985 incomes above $108,000 paid 
almost 20 percent more in taxes in 
1985 than they did in 1981, while 
middle-income Americans are paying 
less taxes because of the changes 
through Roth-Kemp. 

The tables below provide IRS data 
showing that both the amount and 
share of taxes paid by the wealthiest 
Americans have increased sharply 
since 1981. As the second table shows 
the tax burden of the wealthiest 1 per
cent has increased 4 percentage points 
since 1981, lifting some of the tax 
burden of low- and middle-income 
Americans. 

TABLE 1.-TAX PAYMENTS OF PERCENTILE 
[Qinstant 1985 dollars/millions] 

Year 
U Middle class 

Wealthy top i~op 5 to 50 
1 percent 5 percent percent 

1981 ......................... 60,273 116,686 192,356 
1982 ......................... 59,955 111,295 174,939 
1983 ......................... 58,192 108,728 162,326 
1984 .......... ............... 64,940 118,955 166,236 
1985 ......................... 72,063 131,416 171,079 
1981-85 percent 

+19.6 +12.6 -11.l change ................. 

Lower 
income 

under 50 
percent 

24,882 
22,696 
20,945 
22,639 
23,125 

-7.l 

TABLE 11.-SHARE OF TAX BURDEN BY PERCENTILE 

Year 

1981 ....................... .. 
1982 ....................... .. 
1983 ........................ . 
1984 ....................... .. 
1985 ....................... .. 

[In percent] 

Upper Middle class 
Wealthy top income top 5 to 50 
1 percent 5 percent percent 

18.05 
19.41 
19.93 
21.10 
22.13 

34.94 
36.03 
37.24 
38.64 
40.36 

57.61 
56.62 
55.59 
54.01 
52.54 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Lower 
income 

under 50 
percent 

7.45 
7.35 
7.17 
7.35 
7.10 
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Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi

dent, I rise in support of the resolu
tion offered concerning mandated ben
efits. It is especially appropriate that 
the Senator has offered this amend
ment in the context of our debate on 
overhauling our trade laws. 

The impetus for the Omnibus Trade 
Act has been driven by America's ex
traordinary deficit in international 
trade. Much of that deficit is directly 
attributable to the Federal Govern
ment's profligate spending policies 
which led to extraordinary budget 
deficits and an artificially inflated 
dollar. But it is not just direct spend
ing policies of the Federal Govern
ment that have harmed our ability to 
compete in the global marketplace. 

In recent years, Washington has dis
covered a "backdoor spending" policy 
known as mandated benefits. As we 
have devolved social responsibilities 
away from Washington, we have shift
ed the burdens of paying for these re
sponsibilities onto local governments 
and small employers who do not have 
the resources to pay for them. 

Mandated benefits legislation is the 
closest thing I can think of as the leg
islators' free lunch. Today, we cannot 
afford to create a new social spending 
program without finding a way to tax 
the people to pay for the program. So, 
instead of raising taxes to pay for 
these programs, we simply create a 
new legal obligation that business 
must comply with. 

We all know, however, that there is 
no free lunch. Companies stuck with 
the direct and indirect costs of social 
legislation have no choice but to pass 
on the additional costs to consumers 
in the cost of the products and serv
ices they sell. This not only contrib
utes to inflation but also lessens our 
international competitiveness. More
over, for the hundreds of thousands of 
small business in America-the incuba
tors of American creativity and the 
generators of the greatest number of 
new jobs-these Federal mandates can 
cripple their efforts to grow and sur
vive. 

I do not want to suggest that such 
indirect spending programs are never 
justified. When businesses pollute, the 
Government is clearly justified in re
quiring such industries and their cus
tomers to bear the costs of reducing 
emissions. And it is clearly appropriate 
for the Government to mandate occu
pational safety standards that protect 
workers from the hazards of the work
place and provide social insurance. 

It is also important to note that the 
idea of having companies provide 
many of these benefits originally re
sulted from agreements entered into 
between corporations and labor 
unions. The benefits concept is not a 
government invention. But the Feder
al Government did recognize in 1954 
the importance of such benefits and 

permitted many of them to be granted 
to employees tax free. 

However, in 1954, the demand for 
these benefits was not very great and 
the cost of providing them was not ter
ribly expensive. Today, we have an 
almost unlimited demand for these 
benefits, and as the demand has multi
plied, the costs of providing these ben
efits have skyrocketed. The result has 
been that many smaller employers are 
not able to provide these benefits and 
remain competitive. 

In my view, there are some instances 
where the costs to business of the 
social policy obligations we place on 
them cannot be justified for those in 
an internationally competitive market
place. Nor can we justify imposing 
many of these costs on small compa
nies involved in seasonal or cyclical in
dustries. In some instances, these addi
tional costs can be the decisive factor 
in determining a company's ability to 
survive. 

In my view, employers should have 
the right to choose among the compet
ing needs and desires of their employ
ees in fixing benefits packages. Em
ployees must have the right to decide 
the mix of their compensation pack
age. Whether the package trades off 
higher wages for broader health insur
ance, or parental and medical leave, 
companies and employees should have 
greater flexibility in developing the 
appropriate benefit package. 

Yet, it is clear that Congress will, in 
the future, endeavor to consider legis
lation mandating benefit costs on busi
ness. I believe that when we consider 
such bills, we in the Senate have a re
sponsibility to better understand that 
the costs of providing those benefits 
will be. That is precisely what this res
olution does. 

It requires that before a Senate com
mittee reports legislation requiring 
employers to provide new employee 
benefits, the committee must provide 
an analysis of the impact of the legis
lation on employers, especially small 
businesses. This analysis must also 
assess both the impact of the proposed 
legislation on our international com
petitiveness, as well as the potential 
number of jobs that might be lost as a 
result of the legislation. 

I think it is only fair that we require 
such reports when Congress adopts 
back door spending legislation. There 
is clear precedent for such reports. 
Section 252(a) of the Legislative Reor
ganization Act of 1970 and sections 308 
and 403 of the Congressional Budget 
Act require congressional committees 
to assess the Federal budget costs of 
all legislation. I see no reason not to 
apply a similar standard to legislation 
that will impose additional costs on 
American business. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, my 
colleague from Indiana CMr. QUAYLE] 
has proposed a simple but very impor
tant resolution which reaches to the 

very heart of the American economic 
success story. The United States has 
the strongest, most resilient economy 
in the world. One reason for the bold
ness of our economy is that we have 
avoided the mistakes of our European 
trading partners. Country after coun
try in Western Europe has rigid re
quirements applied to the private 
sector. The ability to start a new busi
ness, the incentives to excel in one's 
craft or trade are stymied by an in
credible array of labor laws and prac
tices. 

Here in the United States, we have 
maintained a free and open economy. 
It is no wonder that American entre
preneurs are viewed as heroes in 
Europe. It is not surprising that Amer
ica has created 9 million new Jobs in 
Just the past 7 years, while there has 
been no new job creation in Western 
Europe for over a decade. In fact, they 
have experienced a net loss of 1 mil
lion jobs. 

The trade bill currently being debat
ed should be a vehicle for expanding 
markets and opportunities. Unf ortu
nately it does neither. If its worst pro
visions, such as the plant closing provi
sions, were to become law, the United 
States would be setting a course which 
would leave us as dead in the water 
economically as are our European 
competitors. 

I can understand how Europe has 
followed business-labor policies lead
ing to stagnation. The mercantilist 
and guild traditions go back for cen
turies in Europe. It is hard to give up 
practices that people are comfortable 
with. However, government regulation 
and management of business practices 
is totally alien to America. 

A survey of legislation introduced in 
the lOOth Congress indicates that 
there is an urge by some to have the 
Federal Government micromanage 
business and labor activities. We have 
legislation to mandate private employ
ers to provide health insurance. Legis
lation is pending to provide labor pro
tection provisions which guarantee a 
workers wages at a specified level even 
when they are not working. There are 
several notification bills which dupli
cate existing programs or dictate to 
employers how they will manage their 
business. 

In the remarks I made when we 
began debate on the trade bill, I de
scribed a recent critical development 
in our economy. As we have adjusted 
to competition in the international 
marketplace, we have made progress 
in controlling our labor costs. Unit 
labor costs is one of the key determi
nants of competitiveness. For 1987, it 
appears that the relative unit labor 
costs of the United States will be less 
than Japan and our European trading 
partners. As of last month, unit labor 
costs in Japan and West Germany 
were 42 percent and 93 percent higher 
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respectively than unit labor costs in 
the United States. These two countries 
are our most aggressive trading part
ners, yet we are now beating them in 
terms of labor costs. Unfortunately, 
this advantage will be destroyed if we 
willy-nilly mandate increased labor 
costs through the current barrage of 
labor legislation. 

The end result of this avalanche of 
labor legislation will be a stagnant, 
managed economy. There could be 
nothing more disastrous to free mar
kets and economic progress than the 
Europeanization of our economy. We 
need to stop and reflect on what we 
are doing with this massive interven
tion by government. This resolution is 
a simple proposal to allow us at least 
to analyze the cost in terms of employ
ment and international competitive
ness of legislation requiring employers 
to provide certain benefits to employ
ees. 

My view is that such independent, 
objective analysis will bring us to our 
senses. We may even develop a legisla
tive reluctance to take what one Nobel 
laureate economist has described as 
the road to serfdom. I am proud to be 
a cosponsor of the Quayle amend
ment, and believe that this is one item 
in the trade bill which should become 
public law. 

Mr. KARNES. Mr. President, I take 
the floor today to off er my support for 
the pending amendment of Mr. 
QUAYLE. Judging from my experience 
as a private businessman, I think that 
this amendment makes good sense 
from both an economic and a business 
perspective. 

This amendment sends a very simple 
message to the leaders of the various 
Senate committees. The message is, 
"Look at the total impact of legisla
tion to mandate employee benefits, 
weigh the benefits against the costs 
and try to determine the net result of 
new employment policies before giving 
them the force of law." If the U.S. 
Senate is going to mandate business 
policy and create burdens which usurp 
and supersede the judgments of busi
ness owners and managers, then the 
Senate should, at the very least assess 
the impact of its action prior to taking 
such action. 

Frankly, I find it hard to believe 
that the process that this amendment 
advocates is not already the standard 
committee procedure. Common sense 
dictates that the Senate should take 
the time and put forth the effort to 
determine whether a particular meas
ure will achieve the overall positive 
result that it is setting out to achieve 
for our Nation's work force. This 
amendment does not make a state
ment about the merits of any legisla
tive concept which mandates employee 
benefits. 

Clearly, employment concerns are 
important. However, we must recog
nize that there are two sides to the 

coin. In order to enhance competitive
ness and give American business, espe
cially small business, the ability to 
regain our position of strength in 
world markets we should not en8r,Ct 
broad Federal mandates that act con
trary to these goals. Although man
dated employee benefits may not 
effect the international competitive
ness of some businesses, the mandates 
could have a dramatic adverse impact 
upon the competitiveness of many 
others. Without an objective analysis 
of the implications of these mandates, 
Congress will be shooting in the dark 
and will very likely miss their target. 

As we continue the debate over the 
U.S. international trade policy and 
talk about adopting a get-tough com
petitive attitude toward our foreign 
trading partners, we don't want to 
enter this vast arena shadowed by a 
failure in setting a proper domestic 
business climate. American business is 
already burdened by the ominous 
shadows cast by the looming Federal 
deficit, expanded governmental spend
ing, and the prospect of the single 
largest tax increase in our Nation's 
history. If mandated employee bene
fits will in fact impose additional bur
dens upon our businesses' ability to 
compete on an international scale, 
then Congress should use all reasona
ble methods available to make this de
termination before the proposal is en
acted into law. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment and send a message to our 
business leaders that we are conscious 
of all the problems they are facing and 
that we will do our best to consider all 
factors that may affect competitive
ness. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
am a cosponsor of this bill, and I sup
port the resolution as amended. 

I will do so primarily because I think 
that, in the interest of responsible pol
icymaking, we should have available, 
when acting on legislation, the kind of 
information we would have on hand if 
this resolution is accepted. 

There are a number of bills working 
their way through the Congress which 
would require employers, including 
public employers, to provide certain 
employee benefits and to pay for 
them, or, at least share their cost. Our 
at least that is the intention of their 
sponsors. 

It is no great secret as to why we 
have a flowering of such legislation. 
Our Federal deficit is so large that it 
effectively makes it difficult to launch 
such programs as Federal initiatives. 

Unfortunately, although it appears 
on the surface that it would be em
ployers who would pay for the bene
fits contemplated by the legislation to 
which I am referring, it is not so clear 
that that is the case. They could as 
well be paid for in the form of fore
gone other benefits, lower wages, 
fewer jobs, or decreases in the com-

petitive position of American firms vis
a-vis foreign firms. 

My concern here is not to indicate 
disapproval of any legislation on em
ployee benefits which might be work
ing its way through the Congress. My 
concern is to stress that all legislation 
involves tradeoffs, and we should 
know as best we can who is going to 
pay for such legislation, and how 
much they will be asked to pay. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana is recognized. 

Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I be
lieve that we may have this worked 
out between myself and Senator Ken
nedy. Senator KENNEDY objected to 
Senate Resolution 218 on two grounds 
as I understand it. One, he wanted to 
make sure that any resolution which 
dealt with the objective analysis deal
ing with employment, international 
competitiveness, impact on small busi
ness, also get objective analysis on the 
benefits on the legislation. So we 
would not only have the objective 
analysis on the costs to the employer 
to provide for the employee but we 
also have an objective analysis of the 
benefits that the employee is going to 
gain from the passage .of legislation 
like occupational disease notification 
or minimum health benefits, parental 
leave, things along those lines. He 
wanted to make sure that the analysis 
could include what the benefits were 
going to be. 

I have no problem with that. As a 
matter of fact, I think that is going to 
be the debate that we will have on 
these issues and I think the more in
formation we have, whether it is on 
the benefits side or on the costs side, 
and that impact particularly to em
ployment, the language that we are 
actually going to use on this, levels 
and condition of employment, will 
make sure that we get both sides on it. 
We have corrected that part per the 
concern of the Senator. 

The other concern I think was just a 
typographical error on our part where 
by a literal reading he is absolutely 
correct; we did say secure an objective 
analysis. That could be read to say you 
are only going to get one. We do not 
want to leave it that way. We will 
leave that free; if you want to go to 
GAO, CBO, or one of the think tanks, 
Brookings, AEI, Hudson, an objective 
analysis would be part of it. 

I think what we have is an under
standing of that. Perhaps to get out of 
the parliamentary situation at some 
time very soon, I would simply ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw both 
my amendment and the perfecting 
amendment and have this new amend
ment agreed to. My own personal opin
ion at this juncture is that there 
would be no need to have a rollcall 
vote. The Senator from Indiana and 
the Senator from Massachusetts are in 
agreement on this amendment. We 
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would simply agree to it. I think if we 
had a vote, it would be 100 to nothing. 
There is no reason in view of the time 
constraints to have everyone come 
over and vote and delay things. I know 
Senator HOLLINGS and Senator GLENN 
want to get an amendment up. 

So if that is permissible, I would go 
ahead, Mr. President, and ask unani
mous consent to withdraw the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator need not have unanimous con
sent. He has a right to withdraw the 
amendment. 

Mr. QUAYLE. Parliamentary in
quiry. Will the Kennedy perfecting 
amendment also come with it? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
true. 

Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw my 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is deemed withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 497 

Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Indiana <Mr. QUAYLE) 

proposes an amendment numbered 497. 
Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 643, between the end of the table 

of contents and line 1, insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. • IMPACT OF NEW EMPLOYEE BENEFITS ON 

EMPLOYMENT AND INTERNATIONAL 
COMPETITIVENESS. 

<a> FINDmcs.-The Senate finds that-
<1> in times of budgetary stringency, it is 

difficult to enact legislation providing new 
employee benefits at an additional cost to 
the taxpayer; 

<2> employee benefits can be provided at 
no direct cost to the taxpayer by requiring 
that the benefits be provided by employers; 
and 

<3> requiring employers to provide new 
employee benefits may impose substantial 
costs on employers <especially small busi
nesses>, the economy <in terms of interna
tional competitiveness>, and employees <in 
terms of levels and conditions of employ
ment> and may also provide substantial ben
efits in these and other areas. 

(b) Sosz OP THI: SDATl:.-It is the sense 
of the Senate that each Senate committee 
that reports legislation requiring employers 
to provide new employee benefits-

< 1 > secure obJective analysis of the impact 
of the legjslation on employers <especially 
small businesses), the economy (in terms of 
international competitiveness), and employ
ees (in terms of levels and conditions of em
ployment>. before the committee reports 
the legislation; and 

<2> include an analysis of the Im.pact in 
the report of the committee on the legisla
tion. 

Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, this is 
the agreed-upon amendment between 

the Senator from Indiana and the 
chairman of the Labor and Human 
Resources Committee. I think I have 
outlined the concerns of the chairman 
that have been taken care of and I 
have no further debate. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
urge the Senate adopt the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate? If not, the ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Indiana. 

The amendment <No. 497) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. QUAYLE. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I note 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Under the previous order, the Sena
tor from South Carolina is recognized 
to call up an amendment. 

AMENDMENT BO. 488 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
call up amendment No. 488 and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from South Carolina CMr. 

HOLLINGS], for himself, Mr. DANFORTH, Mr. 
BAucus, Mr. ExoN, Mr. RunKAN, Mr. HEINZ, 
Mr. EvABS, Mrs. KASSEBAUK, and Mr. 
McCAIN proposes an amendment numbered 
488. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRF.sIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 752, strike all from line 3 through 

line 25 on page 882 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

Sze. 3701. OPPICI: OP SllALL BUSINl:SS 
TRADE RDDDY AsSIS'rABCI:.-

( 1 > There Is established in the Depart
ment of Commerce the Office of Small 
Business Trade Remedy Assistance. The 
Office shall be administered by a Director 
of Small Business Trade Remedy Assist
ance, who shall be appointed by the Presi
dent, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate. The Secretary of Commerce, 
through the Director of Small Business 
Trade Remedy Assistance, shall carry out 
all functions transferred to the Secretary by 
paragraph ('1). 

<2> The Director of Small Business Trade 
Remedy Assistance shall-

<A> provide full information to small busi
nesses concerning-

(i) remedies available to them under the 
trade laws; and 

<ll> the petition and application proce
dures, and the appropriate flllng dates, with 
respect to such remedies; and 

<B> provide assistance to small businesses 
in preparing petitions and applications to 
obtain such remedies. 

<3><A> The Director of Small Business 
Trade Remedy Assistance shall establish 
and maintain a system for paying reasona
ble expenses incurred by an ellgible small 
business in connection with any administra
tive proceeding conducted under any trade 
law if the Director determines that such 
small business is in need of assistance in 
paying such expenses. 

<B> The Director shall prepare a written 
evaluation of any request for attorneys' 
fees, consultant fees, and other reasonable 
expenses incurred by an eligible small busi
ness in connection with an administrative 
proceeding conducted under any trade law. 
Such document shall contain an evaluation, 
for each such expense, of-

(i) the sufficiency of the documentation of 
the expense; 

<ii> the need or justification for the under
lying item; and 

<iii> the reasonableness of the amount of 
money requested. 

<C> Payments may be made to an eligible 
small business under subparagraph <A> with 
respect to only one administrative proceed
ing per fiscal year. 

<D> With respect to any proceeding, pay
ment for reasonable expenses under sub
paragraph <A> may be made-

(i) in any case in which the amount of 
such expenses does not exceed $200,000, ln 
an amount not to exceed 50 percent of such 
expenses, and 

(il) in any case ln which the amount of 
such expenses exceeds $200,000, in an 
amount not to exceed the sum of-

<I> 25 percent of the amount of such ex
penses in excess of $200,000 but not more 
than $400,000; plus 

<II> the amount payable under clause m. 
<E> No payment shall be made under sub

paragraph <A> with respect to any proceed
ing which the Director of Small Business 
Trade Remedy Assistance determines to be 
frivolous or for purposes of harassment or 
delay. 

<F> Payments may be made under sub
paragraph <A> with respect to any proceed
ing only after determinations made ln such 
proceeding have become final and may not 
be appealed. 

<4> For purposes of paragraph <3>-
<A> The term "reasonable expenses" in

cludes attorneys' fees and expenses for data 
collection and the services of consultants. 
<~> The term "eligible small business" 

means any business concern which, in the 
agency's judgment, due to its small size, has 
neither adequate internal resources nor fi
nancial ability to obtain qualified outside as
sistance in preparing and flllng petitions 
and applications for remedies and benefits 
under trade laws. In determln.lng whether a 
business concern Is an ellgible small busi
ness, the agency may consult with the Small 
Business Administration, and shall consult 
with any other agency that has provided as
sistance under subsection <b> to that busi
ness concern. An agency declslon regarding 
whether a business concern Is an elillble 
small business for purposes of this section Is 
not reviewable by any other qency or by 
any court. 

<C> The term "trade lawa" means--
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(i) chapter 1 of title II of the Trade Act of 

1974 (19 U.S.C. 2251 et seq., relating to relief 
caused by import competition>; 

(ti) chapters 2 and 3 of such title II <relat
ing to adjustment assistance for workers 
and firms>; 

<ill> chapter 1 of title III of the Trade Act 
of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2411 et seq., relating to 
relief from foreign import restrictions and 
export subsidies>; 

<iv> title VII of the Tariff Act of 1930 <19 
U.S.C. 1671 et seq., relating to the imposi
tion of countervailing duties and antidump
ing duties>; 

<v> section 232 of the Trade Expansion Act 
of 1962 (19 U.S.C. 1862, relating to the safe
guarding of national security>; and 

<vi> section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(19 U.S.C. 1337, relating to unfair practices 
in import trade>. 

<5> To carry out paragraph (3), there are 
authorized to be appropriated not in excess 
of $3,000,000 for fiscal year 1989 and each 
succeeding fiscal year. 

<6> The Director of Small Business Trade 
Remedy Assistance shall submit an annual 
report on the operation of the Office to the 
Committee on Finance of the Senate and 
the Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives. Such report shall 
include recommendations for legislation 
necessary to enable the Office to carry out 
its functions. 

<7> There are transferred to the Secretary 
of Commerce all functions of the Trade 
Remedy Assistance Office of the United 
States International Trade Commission. 

TITLE XXXVIII-INTERAGENCY 
COMMITl'EES AND COMMISSIONS 

Subtitle A-Council on Economic 
Competitiveness 

PART I-ESTABLISHMENT OF COUNCIL 
SEC. 3801. ESTABLISHMENT. 

There is hereby established in the Execu
tive branch of the Federal Government as 
an independent agency the Council on Eco
nomic Competitiveness <hereafter in this 
subtitle referred to as the "Council"). · 
SEC. 3802. DUTIES OF THE COUNCIL. 

The duties of the Council are to-
(1 > collect, analyze, and provide informa

tion concerning current and future United 
States economic competitiveness useful to 
decision-making in government and indus
try; 

(2) monitor the changing nature of re
search, science, and technology in the 
United States as well as the changing 
nature of the United States industrial econ
omy and its capacity-

<A> to provide marketable, high quality 
goods and services in domestic and interna
tional markets; and 

<B> to respond to international competi
tion; 

(3) create a forum where national leaders 
with experience and background in busi
ness, labor, academia, public interest activi
ties, and government will-

<A> identify problems hindering the eco
nomic competitiveness of the United States; 

<B> develop and promote recommenda
tions to address such problems; and 

<C> create a broad consensus in support of 
such recommendations; 

(4) develop and promote a national vision 
and specific policies which enhance the pro
ductivity and international competitiveness 
of United States industries; 

(5) serve as a clearinghouse that identifies 
and monitors-

<A> Federal and private sector resources 
devoted to increased competitiveness; and 

<B> State and local government programs 
devised to enhance competitiveness, includ
ing joint ventures between universities and 
corporations; 

(6) comment on private sector requests for 
governmental assistance or relief, specifical
ly in order to determine whether-

<A> the applicant is likely, by receiving the 
assistance or relief, to become international
ly competitive in the future; and 

<B> any adjustment commitments should 
be entered into by relevant parties, such as 
management and employees of the appli
cant, shareholders, creditors, suppliers and 
dealers, and financial institutions, in order 
to ensure that the applicant is likely to 
become internationally competitive in the 
future; 

<7> establish, when appropriate, subcoun
cils of public and private leaders to develop 
long-term forecasts and visions for sectors 
of the economy and to comment upon spe
cific economic issues; 

<8> review and evaluate specific policy rec
ommendations developed by the subcouncils 
and transmit such recommendations to the 
Federal agencies responsible for the imple
mentation of such recommendations; 

(9) prepare and publish reports containing 
the recommendations of the Council; 

(10) annually report to the President and 
the Congress on-

<A> the ability of the United States to be 
internationally competitive; 

<B> the status of major sectors of the 
United States economy; and 

<C> the effect that existing policies of the 
Federal Government are having on the abil
ity of the sectors of the economy to compete 
internationally; 

< 11 > evaluate and comment upon existing 
and future Federal policies, practices, and 
regulations, including fiscal and monetary 
policies and the budget of the United States 
Government, with respect to the impact on 
competitiveness of such policies, practices, 
and regulations; and 

<12> review and comment upon any com
petitiveness impact statement required by 
any statute. 
SEC. 3803. MEMBERSHIP. 

<a> ColllPOSITION.-
< 1) The Council shall consist of 9 mem

bers, of which-
<A> 3 members shall be appointed by the 

President; 
<B> 3 members shall be appointed by the 

majority leader and the minority leader of 
the Senate, acting jointly; and 

<C> 3 members shall be appointed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

<2><A> Members shall be appointed to the 
Council from among individuals who are-

(i) national leaders with experience and 
background in business, including small 
business and advanced technology indus
tries; 

<ii> national leaders with experience and 
background in the labor community; 

<ill> individuals from academic institutions 
and individuals who have been active in 
public interest activities; and 

<iv> representatives of State and local gov
ernments. 

<B> All members of the Council shall be 
individuals who have a broad understanding 
of the United States economy and the 
United States position in the world econo
my. 

(3) Not more than 5 members of the Coun
cil shall be members of the same political 
party. 

<b> lNrrIAL APPoINTllBNTS.-All of the ini
tial members of the Council shall be ap-

pointed within 90 days after the date of en
actment of this Act. 

<c> TERK or 01'TICE.-The term of office of 
each member of the Council shall be 6 
years, except that-

< 1 > of the members first appointed under 
subsection <a>< 1 ><A>. 1 shall serve for a term 
of 2 years, 1 shall serve for a term of 4 
years, and 1 shall serve for a term of 6 
years, as designated by the President at the 
time of appointment; 

(2) of the members first appointed under 
subsection <a><l><B>, 1 shall serve for a term 
of 2 years, 1 shall serve for a term of 4 
years, and 1 shall serve for a term of 6 
years, as designated by the majority leader 
and the minority leader of the Senate at the 
time of appointment; and 

<3> of the members first appointed under 
subsection <a><l><C>. 1 shall serve for a term 
of 2 years, 1 shall serve for a term of 4 
years, and 1 shall serve for a term of 6 
years, as designated by the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives at the time of ap
pointment. 

Cd) LnlrrATION ON SERVICE.-No member 
of the Council may serve more than 2 con
secutive terms, except, that any appoint
ment to fill a vacancy for the remainder of a 
term in which remains a period of less than 
2 years shall not be considered a term for 
purposes of this subsection. 

(e) VACANCIES.-
( 1 > A vacancy on the Council shall be 

filled in the same manner in which the 
original appointment was made. 

<2> Any member appointed to fill a vacan
cy on the Council occurring before the expi
ration of the term for which such member's 
predecessor was appointed shall be appoint
ed only for the remainder of such term. 

<3> A member of the Council may serve 
after the expiration of such member's term 
until such member's ~uccessor has taken 
office. 

<f> REMOVAL.-Members of the Council 
may be removed only for malfeasance in 
office. 

(g) CONFLICT OF INTEREST.-A member of 
the Council may not serve as an agent or at
torney for, or performed any other profes
sional service for or on behalf of, the gov
ernment of any foreign country, any agency 
or instrumentality of the government of a 
foreign country, or any foreign political 
party. 

(h) COMPENSATION.-
(!) Each member of the Council who is 

not employed by the Federal Government 
or any State or local government-

<A> shall be compensated at a rate equal 
to the daily equivalent of the rate for level 
II of the Executive Schedule under section 
5315 of title 5, United States Code, for each 
day such member is engaged in duties as a 
member of the Council; and 

<B> shall be paid actual travel expenses, 
and per diem in lieu of subsistence expenses 
when away from such member's usual place 
of residence, in accordance with section 5703 
of such title. 

<2> Each member of the Council who is 
employed by the Federal Government or 
any State or local government shall serve on 
the Council without additional compensa
tion, but while engaged in duties as a 
member of the Council shall be paid actual 
travel expenses, and per diem in lieu of sub
sistence expenses when away from such 
member's usual place of residence, in ac
cordance with subchapter I of chapter 57 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

m Quoam1.-Five members of the Council 
shall constitute a quorum, except that a 
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lesser number may hold hearings if such 
action Is approved by a majority vote of the 
entire Council. 

(j > CHAIRllAlf .-
( 1) The Council shall elect, by a majority 

vote of the entire Council, a Chairman. 
<2> The Chairman of the Council shall 

serve on a full-time basis. 
<k> Ml:ETINos.-The Council shall meet at 

the call of the Chairman or a majority of its 
members, except that the Council shall 
meet not less than 6 times during each cal
endar year. 

(1) ALTERNATE MEMBERS.-
( 1 > Each member of the Council shall des

ignate one alternate representative to 
attend any meeting that such member is 
unable to attend. 

(2) In the course of attending any such 
meeting, an alternate representative shall 
be considered a member of the Council for 
all purposes, including voting. 

(m) MAJORITY VOTE REQUIRED.-
(1) Except as provided in subsection (1), no 

action <whether involving administrative or 
personnel matters, establishing policy, or 
any other type of action> shall be taken by 
the Council unless approved by a majority 
of the entire membership of the Council. 

<2><A> If a consensus of the majority of 
the entire membership of the Council, as re
quired under paragraph <1>. cannot be 
reached on a matter referred to the Council 
by the President or either House of the 
Congress, the Council shall transmit a 
report to the President and both Houses of 
the Congress explaining why a consensus 
could not be reached on such matter. 

<B> Any report by the Council under sub
paragraph <A> shall include the relevant in
formation gathered by the Council on such 
matter and a list of potential policy options 
for addressing the concern involved. 

(n) ExPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.-The 
Council may procure temporary and inter
mittent services under section 3109(b) of 
title 5, United States Code, but at rates for 
individuals not to exceed the daily equiva
lent of the maximum annual rate of basic 
pay for GS-16 of the General Schedule. 

<o> DETAILS.-Upon request of the Council, 
the head of any other Federal agency ts au
thorized to detail, on a reimbursable basis, 
any of the personnel of such agency to the 
Council to assist the Council in carrying out 
its duties under this subtitle. 
SEC. ascM. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND STAFF. 

(a) ExEcuTivE DIRECTOR.-
(1) The principal administrative officer of 

the Council shall be an Executive Director, 
who shall be appointed by the Council. 

<2> The Council shall consult with the 
President and leaders of the Congress 
before appointing an individual to the posi
tion of Executive Director. 

(3) The Executive Director shall serve on 
a full.-time basis. 

<b> STAIT.-The Executive Director may 
appoint a staff for the Council in accord
ance with the Federal civil service and clas
sification laws. 

<c> ALLocATION or STAIT.-The staff of the 
Council shall be allocated by the Executive 
Director in such a manner that there Is at 
least one staff person responsible for the af
fairs of each Council member. 
SEC. 3886. POWERS OF THE COUNCIL. 

<a> lluluxos.-The Council may, for the 
purpose of carrying out the provisions of 
this subtitle, hold such .bearings, sit and act 
at such times and places, take such testimo
ny, and receive such evidence, as the Coun
cil considers appropriate. The Council may 

administer oaths or affirmations to wit
nesses appearing be! ore the Council. 

<b> AoENTs.-If so authorized by the Coun
cil, any member or agent of the Council 
may take any action which the Council Is 
authorized to take under this section. 

(C) INrORJIATION.-
( l)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 

CB>, the Council may secure directly from 
any Federal agency information necessary 
to enable the Council to carry out the provi
sions of this subtitle. Upon request of the 
Chairman of the Council, the head of such 
agency shall promptly furnish such infor
mation to the Council. 

CB> Subparagraph CA> does not apply to 
matters that are specifically authorized 
under criteria established by an Executive 
order to be kept secret in the interest of na
tional defense or foreign policy and are in 
fact properly classified pursuant to such Ex
ecutive order. 

<2> In any case in which the Council re
ceives any information from a Federal 
agency, the Council shall not disclose such 
information to the public unless such 
agency ts authorized to disclose such infor
mation pursuant to Federal law. 

(d) CONSULTATION WITH THE PREsIDENT 
AND CoNGREss.-At the request of the Presi
dent or the leaders of either or both Houses 
of Congress, the Council shall consult with 
the President or such leaders, or their rep
resentatives, on various issues related to 
United States economic competitiveness. 

Ce> GUTs.-The Council may accept, use, 
and dispose of gifts or donations of services 
or property. 

Cf> Usz or THE MAILS.-The Council may 
use the United States mails in the same 
manner and under the same conditions as 
other Federal agencies. 

(g) ADlllNISTRATIVZ AND SUPPORT SERV· 
Iczs.-The Administrator of General Serv
ices shall provide to the Council, on a reim
bursable basts, such administrative and sup
port services as the Council may request. 

Ch) SUBCOU1'CILS.-
( 1 > The Council shall convene an industry 

sector competitiveness subcouncil for each 
industry sector identified in the Council's 
annual report under section 3807Cb) which 
CA> Is of national significance by reason of 
its employment or capital resources, its 
impact on national defense, or its impor
tance as a supplier to, or customer of, other 
United States industries and CB> the Council 
determines would benefit from the creation 
of a subcouncil. The Council may also con
vene an industry sector competitiveness sub
council for any industry not so identified 
which the Council finds fulfills one or more 
of the criteria listed in section 3807(b)C2> or 
may convene such a subcouncil for any 
other purpose. 

<2> Any such subcouncil shall include rep
resentatives of business, labor, government, 
and other individuals or representatives of 
groups whose participation is considered by 
the Council to be important to developing a 
full understanding of the situation · con
fronting the industry with which the sub
council is concerned. 

<3> Any such subcouncil shall assess the 
actual or potential dislocation, challenge, or 
opportunity for the industry with which the 
subcouncil Is concerned and shall formulate 
specific recommendations for responses by 
business, government, and labor-

<A> to encourage adjustment and modern
ization of the industry involved.; 

<B> to monitor and facilltate industry re
sponsiveness to opportunities identified 
under section 3807<b><2><B>; or 

<C> to encourage the abillty of the indus
try involved to compete in future markets 
identified under section 3807<b><2><C>. 

<4> Any discussion held by any subcouncil 
or any working group operating under its 
auspices shall not be considered to violate 
any Federal or State antitrust law. 

(5) Any discussion held by any subcouncil 
or any working group operating under its 
auspices shall not be subject to the provi
sions of the Federal Advisory Committee 
Act. 

< 6 > Any subcouncil shall terminate 30 days 
after making its recommendations, unless 
the Council specifically requests that the 
subcouncil continue in operation. If in a 
subsequent annual report by the Council, 
conditions which had previously required 
the creation of a subcouncil continue, or 
have recurred, the Council shall again con
vene a subcouncil, although the Council 
may, in its discretion, change the member
ship of the subcouncil as the Council consid
ers appropriate. 

(i) APPLICABILITY or ADVISORY COIDIITTD 
ACT.-The provisions of section 14, and of 
subsections <e> and Cf> of section 10, of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act shall not 
apply to the Council. 
SEC. 3806. EFFECTS OF FOREIGN COMPETITION 

AND TECHNOLOGY ON DOMESTIC IN
DUSTRIES. 

(a) AVAILABILITY OF lNPORKATION.-The 
Council shall examine and make available 
to the public on a routine basts all unclassi
fied international agreements on trade, sci
ence, and technology to which the United 
States Is a party. 

(b) MONITORING.-The Council shall con
tinuously monitor, and maintain public 
records regarding, the effect of internation
al trade and foreign activities in science and 
technology on all major United States in
dustries and on such other United States in
dustries as may be specified by the Council. 
SEC. 3807. REPORTS. 

(a) REPORT ON COllPZTITIVENESS POLI· 
cu:s.-Within one year after the date of en
actment of this Act, the Council shall trans
mit a report to the Congress and to the 
President containing recommendations of 
the Council for changes in any Federal 
policy necessary to implement effective, 
productive competitiveness policies, includ
ing the elimination, consolidation, or reor
ganization of government agencies. The 
Council shall pay particular attention to 
agencies specifically dealing with science 
and technology research and with interna
tional trade. 

Cb) COllPZTITIVENESS GOALS.-
( 1 > The Council shall annually prepare 

and transmit to the President and to the 
Congress a report setting forth-

<A> the goals to achieve a more competi
tive United States economy; 

CB> the policies needed to meet such goals; 
<C> a summary of existing policies of the 

Federal Government affecting the competi
tiveness of the United States industries; and 

CD> actual or foreseeable economic and 
technological developments, in the United 
States and abroad, affecting the competitive 
position of United States industry and of 
particular United States industry sectors. 

(2) The report submitted under paragraph 
< 1) shall identify and describe with particu
larity actual or foreseeable developments, in 
the United States and abroad, which-

<A> create a significant likelihood of a 
competitive challenge to, or of substantial 
dislocation in, an established United States 
industry; 
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<B> present significant opportunities for 

United States industries to compete in new 
geographical markets or product markets, 
or to expand their position in established 
markets; or 

<C> create a significant risk that United 
States industries will be unable to compete 
successfully in significant future markets. 

(3) The report submitted under paragraph 
< 1) shall specify with particularity the in
dustry sectors affected by the developments 
described in the report pursuant to para
graph (2). 

<4> The report submitted under paragraph 
<1> shall contain a statement of the findings 
and conclusions of the Council during the 
previous fiscal year, together with any rec
ommendations of the Council for such legis
lative or administrative actions as the Coun
cil considers appropriate. 

(C) REFERRAL OF REPORTS.-
( 1> Each report submitted to the Congress 

under this section shall be referred to the 
appropriate committee or committees of 
each House of the Congress. 

<2> The Council shall consult with each 
committee to which a report submitted 
under this section is referred and, following 
such consultation, each such committee 
shall submit to its respective House a report 
setting forth the views and recommenda
tions of such committee with respect to the 
report of the Council. 
SEC. 3808. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
for fiscal year 1988 not to exceed 
$15,000,000 to carry out the provisions of 
this subtitle. 
SEC. 3809. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this subtitle-
< 1 > the term "Council" means the Council 

on Economic Competitiveness established 
under section 3801; 

<2> the term "member" means a member 
of the Council on Economic Competitive
ness; and 

<3> the term "United States" means each 
of the several States, the District of Colum
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 
Guam, the Virgin Islands, the Common
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
American Samoa, and any other territory or 
possession of the United States. 

PART II-BUDGET IMPACT ON 
COMPETITION 

SEC. 3810. ANALYSES REQUIRED. 

(a) STATEKENT TO BE INCLUDED IN BUDGE'l'.
(1) Section 2105<a> of title 31, United 

States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new paragraph: 

"(26) an analysis, prepared by the Office 
of Management and Budget after consulta
tion with the Chairman of the Council of 
Economic Advisers, of the budget's impact 
on the economic competitiveness of United 
States businesses and on the balance of pay
ment.a of the United States, including a pro
jection for the fiscal year for which the 
budget Is submitted, based upon the best in
formation available at the time the budget 
Is submitted, of-

"<A> the amount of borrowing by the Gov
ernment in private ~t market.a; 

"<B> new domestic savings (including per
sonal savings, corporate savings, and the 
fiscal surplus of State and local govem
ment.s>: 

"<C> net private domestic investment: 
"<D> the merchandise trade and current 

account.a; 
"<E> the net increase or decrease in for

elp indebtedness <defined as net foreign in
vestment>: and 

"(F) the estimated direction and extent of 
the influence of the Government's borrow
ing in private credit markets on United 
States dollar interest rates and on the real 
effective exchange rate of the United States 
dollar.". 

(2) The Council shall submit to the Con
gress an annual review of the budget sub
mitted by the President under section 
2105(a) of title 31, United States Code, and 
a review of the analysis prepared by the 
Office of Management and Budget of the 
budget's impact on the economic competi
tiveness of the United States included in 
such budget under paragraph (26) of such 
section. 

(b) STATEMENT TO BE INCLUDED IN COMMIT
TEE REPORT ACCOMPANYING CONCURRENT RES· 
OLUTION ON THE BUDGET.-Section 301(e) of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 <2 
U.S.C. 632(e)) is amended by striking out 
"and" at the end of paragraph (8), by strik
ing out the period at the end of paragraph 
(9) and inserting in lieu thereof"; and'', and 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

"(10) an analysis, prepared after consulta
tion with the Director of the Congressional 
Budget Office, of the concurrent resolu
tion's impact on the economic competitive
ness of United States businesses and the 
balance of payments of the United States, 
including a projection, for the fiscal year 
covered by the concurrent resolution, based 
upon the best information available at the 
time the report is made, of-

"<A> the amount of borrowing by the Gov
ernment in private credit market.a; 

"CB> net domestic savings <including per
sonal savings, corporate savings, and the 
fiscal surplus of State and local govern
ments>; 

"<C> net private domestic investment; 
"<D> the merchandise trade and current 

account.a; 
"<E> the net increase or decrease in for

eign indebtedness <defined as net foreign in
vestment>; and 

"<F> the estimated direction and extent of 
the influence of the Government's borrow
ing in private credit market.a on United 
States dollar interest rates and on the real 
effective exchange rate of the United States 
dollar.". 

<c> E1'n:cTivE DAn.-This section and the 
amendments made by this section shall 
apply with respect to each of the fiscal 
years 1989, 1990, 1991, and 1992, and shall 
be carried out with respect to each budget 
submitted by the President under section 
2105Ca> of title 31, United States Code, for 
each such fiscal year and with respect to 
each concurrent resolution on the budget 
for each such fiscal year. 

Subtitle B-National Trade Data Bank 
SEC. 3811. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this subtitle-
( 1) the term "Committee" means the Na

tional Trade Data Committee; 
C2) the term "Data Bank" means the Na

tional Trade Data Bank: and 
<3> the term "Executive agency" has the 

same meaning as in section 105 of title 5, 
United States Code. 
SEC. 381Z. NATIONAL TRADE DATA COMMITTEE. 

(a) EsTABIXSRMDT.-There is established 
the National Trade Data Committee. 

(b) MEllBDSHIP.-The Committee shall 
consist of-

< 1 > the United States Trade Representa-
tive; 

<2> the Secretary of Agriculture; 
<3> the Secretar'J' of Defeme; 
<4> the Secretary of Commerce: 

(5) the Secretary of Labor; 
(6) the Secretary of the Treasury; 
<7> the Secretary of State; 
<8> the Director of the Office of Manage

ment and Budget; 
(9) the Director of Central Intelligence; 
(10) the Chairman of the Federal Reserve 

Board; 
< 11 > the Chairman of the International 

Trade Commission; and 
Cl2) such other members as may be ap

pointed by the President from full-time offi
cers or employees of the Federal Govern
ment. 

<c> CHAIRKAN.-The Secretary of Com
merce shall be chairman of the Committee. 

<d> DESIGNEES.-Except for the Chairman 
or a member appointed pursuant to para
graph <12> of subsection <b>, any member of 
the Committee may appoint a designee to 
serve in place of such member on the Com
mittee. 

(e) MEETINGS.-
Cl> Meetings of the Committee shall be at 

the call of the Chairman or upon written re
quest of 50 percent of the members of the 
Committee. 

(2) A majority of the Committee members 
shall constitute a quorum. 

<3> Decisions of the Committee shall be by 
majority of the members present and voting 
at a meeting. 
SEC. 3813. FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMITl'EE. 

The Committee shall-
< 1 > formulate and implement a compre

hensive economic and trade information 
policy to assure the timely collection of ac
curate data on trends in international eco
nomics and trade; 

(2) direct the Secretary of Commerce to 
establish a National Trade Data Bank in ac
cordance with section 3816 in order to pro
vide the private sector and government offi
cials efficient access to economic and trade 
data collected by the Federal Government 
for purposes of policymaking and export 
promotion, and oversee the design and im
plementation of the Data Bank; 

<3> develop and enforce guidelines for the 
collection, as may be otherwise authorized 
by law, of data relating to international eco
nomics and trade by Executive agencies in 
orderto-

<A> ensure that such data is
m timely; 
<ii> accurate; 
<iii> reasonably complete; and 
<iv> easily accessible to users; and 
CB> contribute to the establishment of 

international data collection and reporting 
practices; 

< 4> publish such report.a and publications 
as the Committee finds necessary ,to carry 
out the purposes of this subtitle; 

<5> formulate policies to encourage inter
national organizations and foreign countries 
to adopt systems to report foreign trade sta
tistics that include-

<A> standard classifications for product.a 
and services; 

<B> standard valuation procedures; and 
CC> accurate and timely reporting proce

dures; and 
<6> present recommendations to Congress 

for legislative changes needed to improve 
the accuracy, timeliness, and relevancy of 
United Stat.ea trade information. 
SBC. 181'. COOPERATION AMONG EDCtmVE 

AGENCIBS. 
(a) I:nollllATIOR.-Each Executive agency 

ahall furnish to the Committee, upon re
quest of the Chairman, 8UCh information as 
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the Committee considers necessary to carry 
out U;s functions. 

(b) ADoPTION 01" POLICIES.-Each Execu
tive agency shall adopt and implement the 
economic and trade information policy for
mulated by the Committee under section 
3813(1). 
SEC. 3815. CONSULTATION WITH THE PRIVATE 

SECTOR AND GOVERNMENT OFFI
CIALS. 

The Committee shall regularly consult 
with representatives of the private sector 
and officials of Executive agencies and State 
and local governments to assess the adequa
cy of United States trade information. The 
Committee shall seek recommendations on 
how trade information can be made more 
accessible, understandable, and relevant. 
The Committee shall seek recommendations 
&S to what data shall be included in the 
export promotion data system in the Data 
Bank. 
SEC. 3816. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE DATA BANK. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-After receiving in
structions from the Committee, the Secre
tary of Commerce shall establish and 
manage the Data Bank. The Data Bank 
shall consist of two data systems. One such 
data system shall be a system containing 
economic and trade data collected by the 
Federal Government which is useful to pol
icymakers and analysts concerned with 
international economics and trade, and one 
such data system shall be a system contain
ing economic and trade data collected by 
the Federal Government which is useful to 
business firms and Federal and State gov
ernment officials interested in export pro
motion. 

(b) CONTENT OF DATA SYSTEMS.-
(1 > One data system of the Data Bank 

shall include current and historical informa
tion determined useful <after the consulta
tion required by section 3815> to policymak
ers and analysts concerned with internation
al economics and trade which is compiled or 
obtained by all Executive agencies. Such in
formation shall not identify parties to trans
actions. Such information shall include-

<A> data on merchandise imports and ex
ports for the United States and other coun
tries, including-

(1) aggregate import and export data for 
the United States and for each foreign 
country; 

(ti) industry-specific import and export 
data for each foreign country; 

(ill) product and service specific import 
and export data for the United States; 

<iv> market penetration ratios for imports 
and country of origin ratios for imports; and 

<v> foreign destinations for exports of the 
United States, classified in rank order of 
foreign countries; 

<B> data on international service transac
tions; 

<C> information on international capital 
markets, including

(1) interest rates: 
(ti) exchange rates; and 
<lli) foreign direct investment in the 

United States economy; 
<D> international labor market informa

tion, including-
(1) internationally comparable wage rates 

for major industries; 
(ti) international unemployment rates; 

and 
<W> trends in international labor produc

tivity; 
<E> information on international govern

ment policies affecting the composition of 
international trade, including-

m import and export restrictions; 

(ii) export financing policies; 
<iii> tax policies; and 
(iv) labor market policies; 
<F> import and export data for the United 

States on a State-by-State basis, including-
(i) data concerning the country shipping 

the import, the State of first destination, 
and the original port of entry for imports of 
goods and services; and 

(ti) data concerning the State of the ex
porter, the port of departure, and the coun
try of first destination for exports of goods 
and services; and 

<G> any other economic and trade data 
collected by the Federal Government that 
the Committee determines to be useful in 
carrying out the purposes of this subtitle. 

<2> One data system of the Data Bank 
shall include information on those econo
mies and foreign markets which are deter
mined <after the consultation required by 
section 3815> to be of the greatest commer
cial value to private sector businesses firms 
engaged in export activities and Federal and 
State agencies that promote exports. Such 
information shall include-

<A> infor...nation on business activities in 
foreign countries, including information 
concerning-

(i) general economic conditions and demo-
graphics; 

cm common business practices; 
<ill> tariffs and trade barriers; and 
<iv> other laws and regulations regarding 

imports and licensing; 
<B> information on specific industrial sec

tors within foreign countries, including in
formation concerning-

(i) size of markets; 
<ii> distribution of products; 
<W> competition; 
<iv> major applicable laws, regulations, 

specifications, and standards; 
<v> appropriate government officials; and 
<vi> trade associations and other business 

contacts; 
<C> information on specific business op

portunities in foreign countries; 
<D> market research, including industry 

and demographic trends for each foreign 
country with lists of marketing contacts and 
lists of foreign firms; 

<E> information on various forms of pro
tection for intellectual property rights, in
cluding product and process patent, copy
right, trademark, and mask work <as such 
term is defined in section 90l<a><3> of title 
17, United States Code>, for each nation for 
at least the 2 most recently completed cal
endar years; 

CF> export financing information, includ
ing the availability of funds for United 
States exporters and foreign competitors; 

CG> information regarding the trade ac
tions of foreign governments; and 

CH> any other similar information, that 
the Committee determines to be useful in 
carrying out the purposes of this subtitle, 
on these economic sectors and foreign mar
kets which are determined to be of greatest 
interest to-

m business firms in the private sector 
which are engaged in activities relating to 
exports; and 

cm Federal and State agencies that pro
mote exports. 
SEC. 3817. OPERATION OF THE DATA BANK. 

The Secretary of Commerce shall manage 
the Data Bank to provide the most efficient 
data retrieval system or systems possible. 
Such SYBtem or systems shall-

< 1 > be designed to utilize appropriate data 
proeeBne and retrieval technology in moni
toriq, orpnjztng, analyzing, and dissemi-

nating the data and information contained 
in the Data Bank; 

<2> use the most effective and meaningful 
means of organizing and making such infor
mation available to-

<A> United States business firms; 
<B> United States workers; 
<C> United States industry associations; 
<D> United States agricultural interests; 
<E> State and local economic development 

agencies; and 
<F> other interested United States persons 

who could benefit from such information; 
and 

(3) be of such quality and timeliness and 
in such form as to assist coordinated trade 
strategies for the United States. 
SEC. 3818. INFORMATION ON THE SERVICE SECTOR. 

<a> SERVICE SECTOR INFORKATION.-The 
Committee and the Secretary of Commerce 
shall ensure that, to the extent possible, 
there is included in the Data Bank informa
tion on service sector economic activity that 
is at least as complete and timely as infor
mation on economic activity in the mer
chandise sector. 

Cb> SURVEY.-The Secretary of Commerce 
shall provide a broad base of quarterly in
formation on the service sector of the econ
omy, and a new benchmark survey of unaf
filiated service transactions, including trans
actions with respect to-

< 1 > banking services; 
<2> computer software services; 
<3> brokerage services; 
< 4 > transportation services; 
<5> travel services; 
< 6 > engineering services; and 
<7> construction services. 
(C) INDEX 01" LEADING INDICATORS.-The 

Committee shall provide an index of leading 
indicators which includes the me2.Surement 
of service sector activity in direct proportion 
to the contribution of the service sector to 
the gross national product of the United 
States. 
SEC. 3819. EXCLUSION OF INFORMATION. 

The Data Bank shall not include any in
formation-

<1> which is collected by the Federal Gov
ernment in connection with any investiga
tion; 

<2> the disclosure of which to the public is 
prohibited under any other provision of law; 
or 

(3) that ls specifically authorized under 
criteria established by an Executive order to 
be kept secret in the interest of national de
fense or foreign policy and are in fact prop
erly classified pursuant to such Executive 
order. 
SEC. 18%0. NONDUPLICA'ftON. 

The Committee and the Secretary of 
Commerce shall ensure that information 
systems created or developed pursuant to 
this subtitle do not unnecessarily duplicate 
information systems available from other 
Federal agencies or from the private sector. 
SEC. 1821. COLLECTION OF DATA. 

Except as provided in section 3818, noth
ing in this subtitle shall be considered to 
grant independent authority to the Federal 
Government to collect any data or informa
tion from individuals or entities outside of 
the Federal Government. 
SEC. 3822. FEES AND ACCESS. 

The Secretary of Commerce shall provide 
reasonable public services and access (in
cluding electronic access> to any Informa
tion maintained aa part of the Data Bank 
and may charge reaaonable fees comtatent 
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with section 552 of title 5, United States 
Code. 
SEC. 3823. SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTATION. 

The Committee shall direct the Secretary 
of Commerce to complete the establishment 
of the Data Bank no later than two years 
after the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 3824. REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

One year after the enactment of this Act, 
and annually thereafter for three consecu
tive years, the Chairman shall submit a 
report to Congress-

< l> assessing the current quality and com
prehensiveness of, and the ability of the 
public and of private entities to obtain 
access to, trade data; 

<2> describing actions taken pursuant to 
this subtitle, particularly-

<A> actions taken during the 3-month 
period beginning on the date of enactment 
of this Act to provide the new benchmark 
survey described in section 3818Cb>; and 

CB> actions taken during the 1-year period 
beginning on the date of enactment of this 
Act to provide the information on services 
described in subsections <a> and Cb><2> of 
section 3818; 

(3) describing all other actions taken and 
planned to be taken pursuant to this sub
title; 

< 4) recommending executive and legisla
tive actions which would ensure that United 
States citizens and firms obtain access to 
the data banks of foreign countries that is 
similar to the access to the Data Bank pro
vided to foreign citizens and firms; 

(5) recommending other legislative actions 
which further the purposes of this subtitle; 
and 

(6) including comments on the implemen
tation of the Data Bank by the private 
sector and by State agencies that promote 
exports. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time for debate on this amendment is 
limited to 90 minutes to be equally di
vided and controlled in the usual form 
with amendments in order thereto. 

The Senator from South Carolina. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin

guished chairman. 
Mr. President, the Hollings-Dan

forth-Baucus amendment, cosponsored 
by numerous Senators-ExoN, 
RUDMAN, HEINZ, EvANS, KASSEBAUM, 
McCAIN, and others-was drafted after 
very, very deliberate consideration of 
the proposals made in this particular 
trade bill by the Governmental Affairs 
Committee. 

What we have in essence, Mr. Presi
dent, is a reorganization of the Com
merce Department in a rather dramat
ic fashion with respect to instituting a 
trade administration, on the one hand, 
turning the Commerce Department 
into a department of industry and 
technology. on the other hand, and an 
outlay of some $480 million. 

Necessarily, we in the Commerce 
Committee last year and this year 
have been dealing with our Nation's 
trade problems. Historically, the fun
damental of the Commerce Depart
ment and the Commerce Committee 
has been domestic commerce and for
eign trade. 

Our committee used to be known as 
the Interstate and Foreign Commerce 

Committee. We later took on the re
sponsibilities in science, technology, 
and space and thereafter the Depart
ment of Transportation. Now we are 
known now as the Committee on Com
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

But in our primary responsibility for 
trade policy, we have studied in an on
going fashion the organization of our 
Government with respect to trade and 
what would be necessary to highlight 
some of the endeavors we have. As a 
result, we put out a unanimous bill by 
the 20 Senators on our committee, in 
bipartisan fashion, S. 907. which is in
cluded in this particular trade bill in 
sections 40 through 45. 

Now, I know of no objections to 
those sections, save the conflicting ap
proach of the Governmental Affairs 
Committee. In reviewing titles 
XXXVII and :XXXVIII of the trade 
bill, we propose in our particular 
amendment, to delete the provisions 
for the Department of Industry and 
Technology, delete the advanced civil
ian technology agencies, the U.S. 
Trade Administration, Economic 
Polley Council provisions and the pro
visions for the Commission on Interna
tional Trade in the 1990's. 

Our amendment, however, would 
leave in place the Governmental Af
fairs titles relative to Center Tech. 
The Armed Services Committee of the 
U.S. Senate has already approved 1988 
funding for this project, the Office of 
Small Business Trade Remedy Assist
ance. This simply transfers an existing 
office to the Department of Com
merce, the National Trade Data Bank, 
the Council on Economic Competitive
ness, studies on barriers to export, in
dustrial resources needs and the Com
mittee on Symmetrical Access to Tech
nological Research. This complements 
existing activities of the Department 
of Commerce. 

There is no question that the distin
guished Senator from Ohio, the chair
man of our Governmental Affairs 
Committee, has in mind similar con
cerns that our committee has had over 
the past several years. We put in the 
Stevenson-Wydler bill. We have up
graded U.S. technology and we have 
advanced it. 

The fact of the matter is that, as the 
chairman of the Commerce Commit
tee, we have ongoing now what we call 
the RAMP, the rapid acquisition of 
manufactured parts project. This pro
gram is a combination of the Stanford 
Institute, on the one hand, and a pri
vate endeavor with Grumman, 
McDonnell Douglas, on the other 
hand, and the South Carolina Re
search Authority, the State entity. So 
we have, in reality, those things work
ing in advanced technology. We just 
have not commercialized enough of 
that kind of technology that has been 
developed in our own Bureau of Stand
ards. 

Many people look upon the Bureau 
of Standards as something like the 
Good Housekeeping Award. They 
assume that the Bureau tests only for 
the durability and the scientific sound
ness of a particular manufactured 
item or component. But they also have 
a tremendous wealth of talent in re
search and engineering. 

It is our idea, then, instead of just 
reorganizing the department with 
more titles and everything else, to ac
tually take that Bureau of Standards, 
without much disruption. and high
light and finance its endeavors the 
best we can afford at this particular 
time by transforming it into the Insti
tute of Technology. 

So, Senator GLENN and I have the 
same idea in mind. Our two commit
tees have the same idea in mind. We 
have conferred with the administra
tion and with the various entities in
volved in this particular endeavor. I 
am led to believe very strongly, of 
course, and I think that will come out, 
that the administration-the Secre
tary of Commerce and others-strong
ly opposes these Governmental Affairs 
provisions, which our amendment 
would strike, and favor, in contrast, 
our particular measure. And they have 
so informed me. 

Otherwise, we have the Academy of 
Engineering, the Deans' Group in
volved in this particular endeavor, the 
American Society for Engineering 
Education, and many other groups 
who have not only appeared but have 
had their input, and more particularly 
the National Academy of Sciences. 

As chairman of the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transporta
tion, our committee has a joint respon
sibility with the Committee on Labor 
with reference to the National Acade
my of Sciences and we have worked 
very closely with them to develop this 
particular measure. We find that the 
effort, as submitted now by the Gov
ernmental Affairs Committee, would, 
rather than foster the efforts that we 
have in mind for advanced technology, 
actually be a hindrance and, ergo, our 
amendment. That is why we are strik
ing it at this particular time. 

I want my counterpart, the chair
man of the Governmental Affairs 
Committee, at least to have a chance 
for a word. We are going out, under 
the order, I think, for a recess at 12 
o'clock. 

So I yield the fioor and reserve the 
remainder of my time at this moment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has yielded the fioor. 

ORDER FOR RBCESS FROll 12 NOON TO 2 P .II. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess between the hours of 
12 noon today and 2 o'clock today, to 
accommodate the meetings of the 
party conferences. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there objection? Hearing none, that is 
the order. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise to 
say at the outset that I am opposed to 
this amendment. We had a number of 
days of hearings on this bill, which 
was carefully crafted out of the Gov
ernmental Affairs Committee. We did 
it pursuant to the instructions of the 
leadership or the wishes of the leader
ship that the omnibus bill that was 
farmed out to the different commit
tees be brought back and put together 
with all the compromises being 
worked out as much as possible be
tween the different committees that 
had jurisdiction on the bill. And that 
is exactly what we did. 

Now, I appreciate fully and certainly 
honor the comments of the distin
guished Senator from South Carolina 
regarding the Commerce Committee, 
the work that they have done through 
the years, their concerns in all areas of 
commerce, their interests in trade, and 
all the other facets of it. But the Gov
ernmental Affairs Committee does 
have the jurisdictional oversight for 
organizational changes of Govern
ment. And those organizational 
changes of Government are what we 
address with this legislation that we 
brought back. 

From the instructions we had and 
what we have worked out at the com
mittee chairman's level, and so on, we 
worked for through repeated com
ments from the leadership about get
ting together and working out the dif
ferences between committees. And we 
have done that. And we had some 
comments after we brought the bill 
back out on June 11, reported it to the 
floor on June 11. We worked out dif
ferences that we had with the Banking 
Committee. They had some concerns 
that we honored and made some 
changes in the bill. But, as far as the 
organizational aspect, that does come 
under the Governmental Affairs Com
mittee's jurisdiction. 

The administration, as the distin
guished Senator from South Carolina 
has said, does oppose the legislation, 
as naturally they would. They have 
been working under, and they are 
happy working under, the organiza
tion they have had. They have been 
happy with that and have not tried to 
change on their own. But that does 
not mean that this is necessarily the 
best way to address our problems for 
the future. 

We are in a different competitive sit
uation now than we have ever been in 
the past. We no longer have the 
option of just having new things in
vented in this country and see them 
move into production, see them move 
into the creation of jobs and employ
ment and new industries. Right now, 
what we have seen is a time warp, a 
time compression, if you will, where 
we invent things in this country and 

they, in tum, are acted upon by other 
nations, particularly the Japanese, the 
West Germans, the French, the Brit
ish, and sometimes others. They act 
before we do because they have orga
nized to do it. It is a cooperative effort 
between government and business and 
industry, and banking and investment, 
and they take the lead. They provide 
government leadership. 

And where our organizations in 
times past may have been adequate to 
move this Nation from a primitive 
nation, way back in the colonial days, 
that we celebrate this year with our 
celebration of the Constitution, where 
we were able to move along with our 
education, with our basic research into 
the finest nation of the world, setting 
standards of living for the rest of the 
world, we no longer find that possible 
because other nations are taking the 
fine research we do in this country 
and they are beginning to jump ahead 
of our Nation in commercializing. And 
that, Mr. President, is what we stress. 

Now, I know that we are coming up 
on 12 o'clock within 30 or 40 seconds, 
so we are going to have to stop now. 
We will take up this debate later on, 
but at least the amendment has been 
laid down and we will address it more 
fully when we come back. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from South Carolina is ad
vised he has 37 minutes remaining and 
the Senator from Ohio has 41 minutes 
remaining. 

RECESS UNTIL 2 P.M. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursu
ant to a previous order, the Senate 
stands in recess until 2 o'clock this 
afternoon. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 11:59 
a.m., recessed until 2 p.m.; whereupon, 
the Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer CMr. 
DODD]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will come to order. Who yields 
time? 

Mr. DANFORTH addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. DANFORTH. I would ask the 
Chair who is controlling the time on 
each side? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I would yield such 
time as is necessary to the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Missouri is recognized 
for such time as he desires. 

Mr. DANFORTH. I thank the Sena
tor from South Carolina. I will not 
take long. 

Mr. President, first I ask unanimous 
consent that the names of Senator 
PACKWOOD and Senator BOND be added 
as cosponsors of this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, it 
has already been pointed out in the 

debate that the reorganization provi
sion in the bill is opposed by the ad
ministration, and I would say that it is 
strongly opposed by the administra
tion. With respect to the international 
trade aspect of the reorganization, I 
can say that Secretary Baldrige, the 
Secretary of Commerce, has been the 
leading advocate within the adminis
tration, probably the leading advocate 
within the country, for trade reorgani
zation. 

Immediately after the action by the 
Governmental Affairs Committee, the 
Secretary of Commerce called me on 
the telephone to voice his view that 
the provision that came out of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee was 
a disaster. He believed that it would 
cause real chaos with respect to the 
operation of a trade policy by the 
United States. 

I agree with him in that regard. It is 
my understanding that in addition to 
Senator Hou.mas, the distinguished 
chairman of the Commerce Commit
tee, Senator BENTSEN, the chairman of 
the Finance Committee, also opposes 
this amendment. It is also opposed by, 
I think it is fair to say, every business 
organization that deals with the sub
ject of international trade. Among 
other groups, it is opposed by the 
Emergency Committee on American 
Trade. It is opposed by the Business 
Roundtable, and it is opposed by the 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce. These 
business groups, plus the administra
tion, take the position that the provi
sion currently in the bill is not in the 
best interests of American trade policy 
and that the amendment that is of
fered by the Senator from South 
Carolina should be adopted. 

Mr. President, what is the situation 
today in the administration of our 
trade policy? The situation is that 
trade negotiations and trade policy co
ordination have been placed by Con
gress in ·the hands of the U.S. Trade 
Representative. 

The U.S. Trade Representative is a 
Cabinet-level officer, a member of the 
President's Cabinet, and he is phys
ically located in the U.S. Trade Repre
sentative's Office, across the street 
from the Old Executive Office Build
ing. 

He has in his office approximately 
140 people. By any governmental 
standard, that is a lean operation. One 
hundred and forty people working 
with the U.S. Trade Representative. 

The Office of the U.S. Trade Repre
sentative is widely respected by people 
who deal with it. These people are real 
professionals. They are professional 
negotiators. They are professionals 
with respect to trade policy. The U.S. 
Trade Representative, among other 
things, has been charged with the job 
of being the honest broker, trying to 
work out in a common policy the 
varied and conflicting interests that 
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various segments of our economy have 
in international trade. 

This bill, in its present form-unless 
the Hollings amendment is adopted
would do the following things to the 
U.S. Trade Representative. 

First, it would split off from the 
USTR approximately 15 top people. It 
would take the U.S. Trade Representa
tive himself, now Clayton Yeutter, and 
the top policy people within the 
USTR and it would remove them from 
the Trade Representative's Office and 
place them over in the White House. 

In other words, it would take from 
this very professional group of about 
140 people, approximately 10 percent 
of the personnel, the leadership of 
that agency, and remove them from 
the agency and it would put them 
somewhere else: in the White House. 

Second, after it takes the leadership 
of the USTR out of USTR, it then 
reaches over into the Department of 
Commerce and it plucks out of the De
partment of Commerce those people 
within that Department who have line 
responsibility for the administration 
of our antidumping and countervailing 
duty laws. It takes these people from 
the Commerce Department and puts 
them over with those people left at 
USTR, about 125 or so in number, 
thereby creating a new agency with a 
new name, now called the U.S. Trade 
Administration. This USTA would be 
involved in trade policy coordination 
and trade negotiations and also in the 
day-to-day enforcement of antidump
ing and countervailing duty laws. 

One thing that has been, I think, ad
mirable in the administration of our 
antidumping and countervailing duty 
laws is that they have not been in
volved in the question of trade policy. 
Our view so far has been that trade 
policy is one thing and law enforce
ment is something entirely different 
and that we do not use law enforce
ment as a hammer to attain negotiat
ing objectives, and vice versa. We do 
not use negotiations as a way to vitiate 
the enforcement of the law. 

What this would do, again-this pro
posal that is in the bill-is remove the 
top officials from the U.S. Trade Rep
resentative's Office, and then create a 
fairly extensive bureaucracy. Instead 
of 140 people, there would be a group 
of about 700 people who would be a 
combination of administrators and 
technocrats, most of whom would have 
been brought over to the new U.S. 
Trade Administration from the De
partment of Commerce. 

Therefore, it is fair to say that this 
bill in its present form has the follow
ing effects: First, it downgrades the 
U.S. Trade Representative by splitting 
off the leadership from that office and 
placing it in the White House. It 
severs the head from the body as far 
as trade policymaking is concerned. 

It miaht be added that as far as for
eign governments doina business with 

the Trade Representative's Office, 
who is going to go to the new Trade 
Administration after this reorganiza
tion? Everybody is going to insist on 
going to the White House because the 
new Trade Administration Office will 
be viewed as basically a group of ad
ministrators and technocrats. 

Second, in addition to downgrading 
what is now the U.S. Trade Represent
ative, this new reorganization would 
create a new, isolated agency, an 
orphan agency, existing all by itself, 
combining who knows what that is left 
of negotiations within the administra
tion of the antidumping and counter
vailing duty laws. 

It would be a freespinning shell 
somewhere out in the limbo of the bu
reaucracy, detached from those who 
have basic responsibility for trade 
policy. 

Third, it would expand what is now 
a lean, highly regarded, highly profes
sional Trade Representative's Office 
consisting of 140 individuals, roughly, 
into a new body consisting of some 700 
individuals. 

As I say, it would confuse policy 
making in negotiations which are now 
the function of the Trade Representa
tive's Office with the day-to-day ad
ministration of specific laws relating 
to dumping and subsidies. 

Finally, Mr. President, let us say 
that a Member of the Senate believes 
that this reorganization scheme ls a 
good one. I do not agree with that. 
The administration does not agree 
with that. Business people in this 
country who deal with international 
trade do not agree with that. But let 
us say that a Senator felt that this is a 
good idea and that we should have 
this kind of reorganization effort and 
put it in place. Even under that as
sumption, I would urge a vote against 
the provisions in the bill and for the 
Hollings amendment. 

Why is this so? It is so because 
under the bill the reorganization 
would take place in 1989. Now, we 
have just commenced a new round of 
trade talks, a new multilateral trade 
negotiation. It is going to be a very ex
tensive trade negotiation, and it is 
going to last over a long period of 
time. Trade negotiations last a number 
of years. The bill in its present form 
would say that right in the midst of 
trade negotiations, right in the midst 
of ongoing talks between the United 
States and our trading partners, our 
negotiators are going to be distracted 
by a major effort to try to reorganize 
boxes on the organizational chart. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I think 
that for timing reasons in addition to 
all the other reasons, this reorganiza
tion proposal ls really a very, very bad 
ideL If we are ever going to reorga
nize, let us not barge into the midst of 
on.going, important, sometimes very 
delicate negotiations and diatract 
those who are responsible for the 

trade policy of this country by involv
ing them in a bureaucratic shuffle 
which is bound to be a major diversion 
of time and attention from what they 
should be doing. 

I cannot underscore enough my very 
serious objections to the provisions 
that are in the bill, and I would hope 
that the Hollings amendment would 
be adopted by a very substantial ma
jority. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I might require. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio is recognized for 
such time as he may use. 

Mr. GLENN. Before going into my 
statement, I would say to the distin
guished Senator from Missouri that I 
prefer not to see this amendment 
happen but I realize the concerns over 
the trade reorganization portions of 
the bill. I have discussed it with a 
number of Senators, and there are 
many reservations on it. I have al
ready offered to delete all of that por
tion of the bill that deals with trade 
reorganization and also to reduce the 
funding for ACTA, which was another 
concern of the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina. So I think we 
are willing to address these concerns 
in our consideration of the whole bill. 
It is quite a step backward. 

I am unequivocally opposed. Mr. 
President, to this amendment for quite 
a number of reasons. There ls a funda
mental disagreement about the sub
stance of what Mr. HOLLINGS is trying 
to accomplish, although we have tried 
to work together on this. This bill was 
reported to the floor on June 11. We 
could not even get a copy of the 
amendment until 5:15 last Friday 
evening, and we worked through the 
weekend on this. 

Our Governmental Affairs hearings 
were held on competitive problems. 
We had 7 days of hearings. We made 
no secret of the fact we intended some 
reorganization of the Commerce De
partment, and we are trying to also 
define the technology policy for this 
country. We were not aware that there 
was anything other than a benign in
terest shown in the work of our Gov
ernmental Affairs Committee until 
this amendment came upon us last 
week. 

Let me say that in our part of the 
trade legislation, the Governmental 
Affairs Committee does have jurisdic
tion over organizational aspects of 
Government. The approach we took 
on this was that times have indeed 
changed. We no longer can see re
search and development just by osmo
sis expanded into commerclallzation in 
this country. That is no longer IOOd 
enough because the research that we 
are very good at in this country, the 
Nobel laureates, advanced research 
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that we conduct in this country and 
that we do better than anyone else in 
the world is now being preempted so 
rapidly by other nations that are orga
nized for this using technology that 
we develop and the new industries 
wind up centered in other nations
Japan in particular. 

Now, we tried to address this prob
lem. We do not think we should any 
longer see research drift to commer
cialization. Research will indeed be 
critical in the future and how we re
spond with that research and how we 
organize to take advantage of it in 
commercialization is going to be abso
lutely critical. 

We set about in the Governmental 
Affairs Committee to try to do exactly 
that. We said, OK, the Department of 
Commerce has served its time. We will 
make it into a Department of Industry 
and Technology, but with two very 
key Under Secretaries-an Under Sec
retary for Industry, who would take 
care of all the old, traditional aspects 
of what the Department of Commerce 
does, and the other very important 
and most important one for the 
future, the Under Secretary for Tech
nology. This would put a science 
policy czar into our Government, 
where science policy now is spread out 
all over, and key under the Under Sec
retary for Technology would be ACTA 
[Advanced Civilian Technology 
Agency], which could best be de
scribed as a counterpart to DARPA 
[Defense Advanced Research 
Projects], that has been so very effec
tive in the Defense Department. 
· Now, we did those two things. We re
organized, and we put ACTA in there 
to put some teeth into our trade policy 
in the form of converting research 
into commercialization. That is the 
function that ACT A is supposed to 
perform. It would be a lean, mean 
group. It is not a huge outfit of hun
dreds of thousands of people. It is like 
DARPA. We would propose that some 
of the leading scientists and science 
leaders in this country would move in 
and out of ACT A, much as they do in 
DARPA, so that we keep that cross
pollination between business, industry, 
and Government. That would be a key 
function of ACT A. 

Now, I know there were two very 
controversial concerns regarding the 
original bill, and I alluded to them a 
moment ago. Moving the trade func
tions around was a very controversial 
item, and I agree that it is controver
sial. I think it is necessary, but I know 
it has not sold, not caught on that 
well, perhaps, with the majority of 
people here, and while I think we will 
move to it at some time, I am willing 
in the interest of getting this bill 
through and seeing that ACTA in par
ticular gets formed, to move to do 
away with all the trade functions in 
this bill. Now, if the Senator from 
South Carolina would wish to yield on 

'that, I would be happy to go ahead 
and make that amendment and get it 
through-with the secondary proviso, 
also. 

It was stated earlier that informa
tion was put around that this bill 
which the Governmental Affairs Com
mittee put out is a $1.3 billion bill. 
Well, that is just not so. That $1.3 bil
lion figure comes from a 5-year total
ing of all expenses under this bill, 
some ACT A, some others. But I would 
be willing to pull back on the ACT A 
portion which was originally $480 mil
lion, pull that back to $80 million, to 
get the principle established that we 
want a center of science policy for this 
Nation of ours in the competitive 
world in which we live. We would pull 
back to only $80 million and even that 
would not come into effect until 1989 
and 1990, $30 million of it in FY 1989 
$50 million in FY 1990. 

I would be willing to have those two 
amendments, and if we could get 
agreement to do those now I would be 
happy to do them if it would take care 
of the concerns of others in this body. 
If not, I would hope that we could get 
those passed somehow because the 
main thing I want to establish are 
these two functions. It would be 
changed under the industrial func
tions and under the technology func
tions that are not addressed anywhere 
else. I have those two amendments, in
cidentally, ready to go if we had agree
ment to do exactly that. 

The agreements we worked out with 
the Banking and Finance Committee 
showed that we have been willing to 
lend an ear to concerns that they 
raised. And the procedure that was to 
be followed on this bill was we knew, 
since so many committees were in
volved with this, that there would un
doubtedly be differences from one 
committee to another. We were to get 
together and address those once each 
individual committee had worked its 
will and reported its portion of the 
omnibus bill and we did exactly that. 
We were not aware that there was any 
real disagreement between us and the 
other committees, except the Banking 
Committee and Finance Committees, 
and we worked those problems out. 

Now, let me be clear about the pur
pose of the Governmental Affairs 
Committee's contribution to this trade 
bill. It is to promote U.S. competitive
ness by establishing a government 
framework for the development of co
herent long-term technology, trade 
and economic policies. And to achieve 
this our bill creates a Department of 
Industry and Technology and, as I 
said, ACT A, the Advanced Civilian 
Technology Agency. The other initia
tives were developed to complement 
these new organizations and to assist 
them in meeting their mandates. The 
general objective is to assure that 
there is a strong advocate in the Fed
eral Government to address policy-

making perspectives each of the main 
dimensions of the Nation's competi
tiveness problem and to see that the 
problem is approached in an effective, 
efficient, and focused manner. 

Now, there are six key principles 
that underlie the approach taken by 
our portion of the bill. They are, first, 
to provide a clear mandate for the de
velopment of critical trade technology 
and commercial promotion policies; 
second, to integrate commercial pro
motion activities with technology de
velopment and application policies and 
practices; third, to reorganize the Fed
eral Government along actual func
tional lines in the above areas; fourth, 
to strengthen decisionmaking capabili
ties; fifth, to improve the collection, 
analysis and dissemination of data and 
information; and, sixth, to enable the 
development of consensus on solutions 
to the Nation's competitiveness prob
lem. 

The reorganization of the Commerce 
Department is predicated on two as
sumptions: First, that the Depart
ment's economic functions are artifi
cially divided between domestic and 
international concerns; and, second, 
that the technology concerns are scat
tered all over the Department, in fact 
all over our Government, with no per
sons or office capable of coordinating 
or unifying these concerns. As I said, 
we would have an Under Secretary for 
Industry and an Under Secretary for 
Technology, and that we would have a 
realignment of that Department that I 
think would be to the good. 

ACTA is important, I repeat again, 
for continued economic and technolog
ical success. America leads the world 
in basic scientific advances. We just do 
not apply them; we do not commercial
ize them; we no longer have the 
luxury of just saying somehow they 
will drift into use in our country. The 
problem is a pervasive one. Today we 
are running a $13 billion trade deficit 
in electronics. And in electronics in 
the early 1960's the United States ac
counted for 90 percent of world sales 
of colored TV's. Now it is Japan; the 
video tape recorders invented here, 
but Japan now controls more than 90 
percent of the VCR market. 

I was reading a little while ago the 
statement of Senator CHILES and I 
wanted to quote from his statement. 
He says in part: 

Now is the time to institute this sort of 
program. The Japanese already have a "key 
technologies" program which they are fund
ing at $250 million a year. 

While we sit here and debate whether we 
should adopt a similar-but smaller-pro
gram, the Japanese equivalent of ACTA is 
funding projects in areas such as supercon
ductivity, opto-electronics, bio-technology, 
ultra-large scale integrated chip production, 
computer architecture, surface science, med
ical electronics, genetic engineering, and ad
vanced materials. 

Our industries cannot be expected to re
spond on their own to this challenge from a 
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powerful State-industry partnership. Espe
cially not while market forces are acting to 
reduce real R&D spending. 

Increased merger activity among our in
dustrial leaders has led to consolidated 
R&D budgets in the private sector. De
creases in R&D spending have been report
ed by companies such as Phillips Petroleum, 
Crown Zellerbach, AMF, Uniroyal, Gulf, 
and RCA. 

Change is never easy. Roy H. Pollock, a 
retired vice-President for Technology with 
RCA, says of public and private efforts to 
restore our lost competitiveness: "With the 
exception of the Civil War, it is doubtful 
that America has ever faced such an awe
some trauma." 

Mr. Pollock continues: "But the alterna
tive is to accept continuing economic decline 
and the end of America's greatness.'' 

Mr. President, I do not think that 
overstates the problem one bit. I think 
it is a problem of whether we are 
going to have America's greatness into 
the future as we have had in the past. 

Mr. President, our competitors have 
government structures in place which 
help their companies facilitate the 
transition: to the market. The most 
visible example is that 11 days after 
the February 16 announcement that 
American scientists had broken the su
perconductively barrier, the Japanese 
Government had organized a variety 
of councils to coordinate efforts by 
companies, universities, and govern
ment agencies to find commercial uses 
for the new superconductors. 

So the United States cannot afford 
to be the only major industrial coun
try without a technology policy. We 
will waste a great deal of money and 
time through reduplication of our 
rivals' efforts if we do not act now on 
certain key areas of emerging technol
ogies. 

A reporter following the supercon
ductively story for the Washington 
Post had to call scientists at six Feder
al agencies and the White House to 
get a full accounting of the $29 million 
now being spent by our Government 
on R&D in superconductivity. We 
need to change our ad hoc policy of 
dealing with technological problems as 
they arise and move toward a more 
thoughtful, goal-oriented policy. We 
have a good military technology 
policy. DARPA, the Defense Advanced 
Research Projects Agency, has about a 
bllllon dollars. They created networks 
of scientists and engineers in the 
public and private sectors to turn 
imaginative ideas into reality. 

Some projects fall, some succeed. 
The result has been steady, and occa
sionally spectacular, progress into new 
military technology-progress that has 
kept the United States in the fore
front of military technological innova
tion. The same was true of our space 
program through the NASA R&D 
effort, and we have received valuable 
commercial spinoffs from both the 
military and space technology pro
grams. But spinoffs cannot be the 
answer to our technology competitive-

ness problems. Neither can half-heart
ed, timid attempts to beef up existing 
prQF~. 

We need a fresh start, a recognition 
that to compete with the rest of the 
world, and particularly the Japanese, a 
new agency is needed-specifically 
tasked with supporting applied, long
term, high-risk, potentially high
payoff research that, if successful, will 
move technology more quickly to the 
marketplace. That agency is the Ad
vanced Civilian Technology Agency 
CACTA1. 

ACT A could be the focal point for a 
revitalized Government/industry part
nership in bringing technological ad
vances to the point of commercializa
tion; not through spinoffs of programs 
designed to do something else, but 
through a program designed to ensure 
that our leads in basic research are 
translated eventually into commercial 
advantage. 

The Governmental Affairs Commit
tee has received many positive com
ments and support regarding ACTA 
and the new Department of Industry 
and Technology. I have a sheaf of let
ters here, if anyone wishes to see 
them-from, among others, Dr. Lewis 
Branscom, former chief scientist of 
IBM and former head of the National 
Science Board. Moreover, testimony in 
favor of ACT A and the new Depart
ment was heard in hearings before the 
committee from a wide range of indi
viduals and groups, including William 
Lilley III, president, American Busi
ness Conference; Dr. Craig Fields, 
Deputy Director of DARPA; Dr. 
Jordan Baruch, former Assistant Sec
retary of Commerce for Science and 
Technology; Dr. Arden Bement, Jr., 
vice president for technology, TRW, 
Inc.; and Dr. Robert Noyce, vice chair
man, Intel Corp. 

Some people obviously think we 
have gone too far in our bill. I should 
point out that the President's own 
Commission on Industrial Competi
tiveness went further and recommend
ed that a Department of Science and 
Technology be set up. Frankly, I 
would personally be in favor of such a 
department. But recognizing the limi
tations on time and serious jurisdic
tional problems that would have to be 
resolved, we went with the present, 
more modest proposal. 

Let us understand the gravity of not 
moving ahead with the proposal for 
establishing ACT A. We are the only 
industrialized nation without a sub
stantial government mechanism to 
catalyze the production of new tech
nology for commercial purposes, 
except through spinoffs of military 
and space programs. And even there, if 
additional research is needed to make 
the spinoff a reality, we depend on the 
private sector to do it. This may have 
been acceptable in the past; but we 
can no longer afford this hands-off at
titude. If we do not make this change, 

the Japanese will continue to beat our 
brains out in the commercial market
place. 

Now. some people have charged that 
ACT A will duplicate work done else
where in the Government. I would like 
to firmly state that ACT A's functions 
are not being carried out by any other 
Federal agency. The National Science 
Foundation, for example, undertakes 
basic research, and mostly at the uni
versity level. ACT A, in contrast, will 
bridge the gap between that ray of in
spiration that goes off in someone's 
head and the development of a new 
product or process, and it is in this gap 
that we are constantly being beaten by 
our competitors. ACT A will fund ap
plied as well as basic research, and do 
so in a way geared toward commercial
ization by industry. 

Clearly, funding by the private 
sector in these applied research areas 
is inadequate. It is a significant factor 
in the decline of U.S. competitiveness. 
But ACT A would not carry the burden 
alone. ACT A projects will be funded 
on a cost-sharing basis. 

Virtually all the technology experts 
that testified before the Governmen
tal Affairs Committee not only sup
ported the creation of ACT A, but felt 
that the level of funding should be at 
least 5 to 10 times higher than what is 
specified in the legislation. However, 
to assuage concerns about cost, the 
committee included a provision that 
will allow for the recovery of Govern
ment funding through profits earned 
on ACT A-sponsored research. In addi
tion, ACTA has a 3-year sunset provi
sion. 

Another criticism I have heard of 
ACT A is that it is "industrial policy" -
that it will substitute decisions by 
Government bureaucrats for those 
best left to the marketplace. Now, I 
am as firm a supporter as anyone of 
private enterprise, and I would like to 
emphasize that" ACT A is not industrial 
policy-it will provide funding for re
search projects. It will not pick "win
ners" and "losers" any more than the 
National Science Foundation does. 
ACT A will work with the private 
sector on projects they have identified 
as being critical. ACT A funding will be 
provided after a rigorous peer review
type of evaluation process. Moreover, 
it will leave market-based decisions to 
those who know the market best-the 
private sector. ACTA will have a 
Board of 21 members, including the 
Directors of NSF and DARPA, to 
advise the Administrator of ACT A 
with respect to the overall policies, 
programs, and activities of the Agency. 

Finally, the concept behind ACT A 
mirrors that in a recent administra
tion report requested by the Deputy 
Secretary of Commerce, Bud Brown. 
The report, "The Status of Emerging 
Technologies," identified seven major 
groups of new technologies that Com-
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merce believes ought to be developed 
further. ACTA would merely carry 
this initiative by the Commerce De
partment to its logical conclusion. 

For example, ACT A could be in
volved in the following areas: First, ce
ramics; second, polymer composites; 
third, advanced microelectronics; 
fourth, opto-electronics; fifth, millime
ter wave technology; sixth, computer 
integrated and flexible systems; sev
enth biochemical processing; eighth, 
supe~computer development; ninth, 
artificial intelligence techniques; and 
soon. 

The need for ACTA cannot be over
stated. America has always been able 
to rely on an absolute technological 
advantage over other countries to 
retain our competitive edge. Today 
that is no longer true. So I would say. 
mark my words here today: If ACT A 
or something absolutely like it is not 
contained in the final version of S. 
1420 we stand the chance that the 
Japanese will be the first to commer
cialize high temperature superconduc
tivity. All the rhetoric in the world 
will not alter the morass of mediocrity 
that the United States now finds itself 
in regarding its ability to adapt tech
nological advances to commercial ap
plications. And cosmetic changes to 
the Commerce Department is sort of 
like putting a new coat of paint on a 
car with no transmission-it is Just not 
going to take us anywhere. 

Now, Mr. President, the amendment 
before us not only would strike the 
technology reorganization provisions 
of title 37 but also other critical provi
sions in that title as well as in title 38. 

The Governmental Affairs Commit
tee trade reorganization proposal ad
dresses two fundamental problems in 
our trade policymaking structure. 
First, today trade concerns are spread 
over two executive departments; as a 
result, there is no clear trade spokes
person for the administration. Second, 
we need a tougher trade czar; one who 
can make our trading partners stick 
with the agreements he negotiates 
with them. 

Gary Horlick, former Deputy Assist
ant Secretary of Commerce for Import 
Administration, who was responsible 
for antidumping and countervailing 
duty measures while in the adminis
tration, told the committee at a hear
ing last month the following: 

What you have, really, is two agencies in 
the U.S. Government of Cabinet level that 
both get involved in trade policy making 
and administration. You have the Depart
ment of Commerce • • • almost 2,000 em
ployees involved in this, but the Secretary 
of Commerce, it should be emphasized, 
cannot think solely about trade policy. He 
literally has to worry about whether to 
close weather stations in Oklahoma and 
whether there are too many fish being 
caught off of New England. It is part of his 
Job. 

On the other hand, you have the USTR, 
which is offici&lly 133 people-probably a 
few more with detailees. • • • With that 

many people inevitably it starts doing its 
own analysis and staff work. It also adminis
ters trade laws such as section 301 and the 
generalized system of preferences. Quite 
frankly, it Just does not have the resources 
to do it. 

Now, S. 1233 • • •would result in one co
ordinated trade agency, and that is going to 
result in a savings in duplication of effort. 

• • • So one particular point worth noting 
in this duplication is that I do not think you 
would lose anything in terms of the admin
istration of laws such as antidumping, coun
tervailing duty, or export controls. As 
Deputy Secretary Brown already pointed 
out, those are already run on a fairly rou
tine basis and I think fear of politicization is 
misplaced there. 

Moving these agencies together • • • will 
have the effect of preventing foreign gov
ernments from exploiting the differences in 
agencies as has happened and preventing 
the agencies themselves from fighting in 
ways which are not productive. 

It was clear to me as I listened to 
Mr. Horlick's testimony that we had at 
least two different trade policies com
peting for the President's attention. A 
question I asked Mr. Horlick about the 
time he spent in Commerce coordinat
ing with the Office of the USTR elicit
ed the following response: 

We had one view of what should be done 
with respect to steel, and USTR had a 
slightly different view. I am not saying one 
was right and one was wrong, Just that in
evitably our resources were devoted to our 
view. We had 80 people working on it. They 
had 4 people working on theirs, and did a 
very good Job with it. 

But first, you should not have that dupli
cation of effort. Second, a coordinating body 
should not have four people working on one 
industry. That should be done as one 
agency with a coordinator upstairs and the 
staff down below doing the work. 

Let me ask my colleagues this ques
tion: If the Japanese had known when 
they made their semiconductor anti
dumping agreement with us that our 
USTR not only had the power to nego
tiate agreements, but also was respon
sible for enforcing them, is it likely 
that they still would have flagrantly 
broken that agreement? Of course we 
cannot hope to know what was going 
through the minds of the Japanese ne
gotiators as they sat across the table 
from Mr. Yeutter. But I'd be willing to 
bet that the agreement would have 
been ta.ken much more seriously if the 
Japanese had known that Mr. Yeutter 
had the power to take swift and sure 
steps if that agreement were violated. 

Bob Strauss, who has sat in Mr. 
Yeutter's chair, stated quite strongly 
that: 

I think you can make a better case • • • 
that you give that negotiator some addition
al leverage and he will negotiate a hell of a 
lot better and stronger for you. I do not care 
who is negotiating for you. I have negotiat
ed in the private and in the public sector for 
a long time and I think I know something 
about negotiation, and I do not care how 
good a fellow is, if he does not have any 
cards in his hand, he cannot negotiate very 
well. • • • As for me, if I was going out to 
negotiate around the world, I would like a 

little leverage and I would like something to 
trade with. 

In the committee's legislation, the 
transfer of the Office of the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Import Admin
istration would consolidate within one 
agency import enforcement with trade 
negotiation. Thus, it would strengthen 
the position of the USTR in the eyes 
of our trading rivals. It is important to 
note, however, that this enforcement 
office would be an independent office 
within the U.S. Trade Administration 
to ensure that these enforcement 
functions remain as apolitical as they 
are today. To repeat what Gary Hor
Uck said: 

• • • I do not think you would lose any
thing in terms of the administration of laws 
such as antidumping, countervalling duty, 
or export controls. As Deputy Secretary 
Brown already pointed out, those are al
ready run on a fairly routine basis and I 
think fear of politicization is misplaced 
there. 

I would like to quote Bob Strauss 
again here because I think he speaks 
with great authority on this issue: 
If I had a mt: gic wand I would vest more 

authority and more power in the STR 
CUSTRl. • • •repeat here what I said earli
er • • • giving the STR leverage to trade ne
gotiate, giving him the tools, that does not 
bother me. I like the idea of putting power 
in his hands. • • • I would like to see the 
STR have more standing in court. That is 
what I would like to see him have as he 
went about the discharge of this responsibil
ities. 

The committee's bill also provides 
for the tra..~fer of the Office of Inter
national Economic Policy, which will 
fill a much-needed gap by giving the 
USTR the direct access to the intelli
gence on foreign countries he needs to 
negotiate more effective trade agree
ments. In recent years, the flow of this 
. information between Commerce and 
the USTR has been anything but 
smooth. 

The creation of the U.S. Trade Ad
ministration would go a long way 
toward eliminating the tension which 
currently exists within Commerce's 
four trade offices. Despite the appear
ances of a close-knit group, the trade 
offices actually serve two masters-the 
Secretary of Commerce and the 
USTR, as Mr. Horlick pointed out in 
his testimony. This legislation resolves 
that conflict. It clearly delineates the 
responsibilities of the trade offices. 
The Department of Industry and 
Technology will focus on what it does 
best-trade promotion-while the U.S. 
Trade Administration will handle 
what it should-import enforcement, 
intelligence, and negotiation. 

In response to concerns voiced by 
several members of the Governmental 
Affairs Committee, the USTA would 
be brought outside of the Executive 
Office of the President so that the size 
of the Executive Office would not be 
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expanded, and to avoid locating en
forcement activities there. 

However, the U.S. Trade Represent
ative, as head of the USTA, will retain 
his current Cabinet-level status and 
rank as Ambassador. Moreover, he will 
retain his seat in the Executive Office 
of the President as head of the White 
House Office of Trade Policy Coordi
nation. Hence, his stature will not de
crease. In addition, the "honest 
broker" status of the USTR is pre
served. He will continue to coordinate 
the trade interests of all Cabinet de
partments. 

I would like to emphasize again that 
the original bill which was reported 
out of the Governmental Affairs Com
mittee contained several provisions 
which are not contained in the omni
bus bill. At the request of the Banking 
Committee, several offices which were 
transferred to the USTR from the 
Commerce Department in S. 1233 were 
not transferred in the omnibus bill. 
The bill now leaves export enforce
ment functions in the Department of 
Industry and Technology; hence, 
export enforcement functions retain 
their status quo. I might add that I 
feel that the bill was much stronger in 
its previous state, but that in the in
terests of expediency and to aid the 
smooth passage of the bill I acquiesced 
to the Banking Committee's request. 

As I point out in my June 30 "Dear 
Colleague" to you, the Governmental 
Affairs Committee considered in its 
markup a number of proposals which 
did varying amounts of trade reorgani
zation, including a proposal to do no 
trade reorganization. This proposal 
was defeated 8 to 3. In contrast, the 
trade reorganization proposal which 
the committee ultimately reported out 
was approved 13 to O. 

I would like to say that this is not 
something that the committee just 
rushed into. Senator RoTH has, over at 
least the last 6 years, built up a sub
stantial hearing record in favor of 
trade reorganization. In 1983, for ex
ample, Senator RoTH held a total of 8 
days of hearings on this issue. And in 
this Congress, the committee held 7 
days of hearings on trade reorganiza
tion and competitiveness. 

Finally, I think we all need to recog
nize that sooner or later, we will em
brace some form of trade reorganiza
tion. Too many people, on too many 
occasions, have said that the current 
structure of our trade policymaking 
and negotiating apparatus hampers 
our efforts to ensure a fair and com
petitive trading situation for the 
United States. Voting for trade reorga
nization now is the first step toward a 
smoothly functioning trade appara
tus-voting against it will merely pro
long the length of time that the 
United States takes to dig itseU out of 
the morass we now find ourselves in. 
Government reorganization is never a 
pleasant thing to do. It is disruptive, 

and there is inevitably a period in 
which it seems that things will never 
settle down. However, I think it is 
high time that we bite the bullet of 
trade reorganization, for the longer we 
delay, the harder it will be for us to 
face the problem we will have created. 

Mr. President, I believe the Govern
mental Affairs Committee provisions 
in the omnibus trade bill, were they to 
be adopted, would move our govern
ment organization in a direction 
needed for us to be more competitive 
in both technology and trade. 

But I recognize that there is consid
erable opposition to going as far as we 
have, particularly in the area of trade 
reorganization. I also recognize that 
there is concern about the cost of 
ACTA, even though we have included 
cost-payback provisions in our bill as 
well as a sunset provision. 

Accordingly, I am prepared to accept 
an amendment to titles 37 and 38 that 
would eliminate all the provisions re
lating to the creation of the U.S. 
Trade Administration and would sig
nificantly reduce the funding for 
ACTA to a total of $80 million for the 
2 years beginning January 20, 1989. 
This would keep trade organization in 
our government as the status quo, but 
would significantly improve our focus 
on the development of technology for 
commercial applications. 

I would have been prepared to off er 
this amendment as a substitute for the 
Hollings amendment if the time agree
ment had allowed. As it is, I will off er 
it provided the Hollings amendment 
falls. Hence, my colleagues should un
derstand that this vote will not be on 
trade reorganization. I am prepared to 
eliminate that. Rather, this vote is on 
a commitment to create a bona fide 
U.S. technology policy. I am not pre
pared to eliminate that because I be
lieve it is vital for the future economic 
health of the United States. 

Even though the parts that I am de
f ending here I have already agreed 
would be stricken from the original 
bill, if it was desired, in the original 
bill we would redraft the trade func
tions that are controversial. We reduce 
the funding to ACT A. I think that ad
dresses the two major concerns I have 
heard against the bill. 

I urge defeat of the Hollings amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRF.SIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield 3 minutes to 
the Senator from Pennsylvania. Then 
my intent is to yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from Montana and 5 minutes 
to the Senator from California. 

The PRF.SIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Pennsylvania is recog
nized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I strong
ly support the amendment of the Sen
ator from South Carolina, which re
tains the proper role of the U.S. Trade 
Representative and the Department of 
Commerce. 

I am specifically concerned that title 
37 of the trade bill would establish a 
new Cabinet-level agency-the U.S. 
Trade Administration. In creating this 
new agency, the trade bill would dis
member the Commerce Department's 
International Trade Administration by 
moving its key trade bureaus-Trade 
Administration, trade development 
and international economic policy. 
The bill would mix these bureaus with 
the current USTR to make a most un
savory goulash. 

The Hollings amendment would 
strike this provision, among others, 
and thus prevent the creation of 
USTA. The amendment retains both 
the International Trade Administra
tion and the International Economic 
Policy Bureau within the Department 
of Commerce. The amendment would 
leave in place the Governmental Af
fairs Committee's authorization for 
Sematech, the creation of the Office 
of Small Business Trade Remedy As
sistance, the National Trade Data 
Bank, the Council on Economic Com
petitiveness, and several studies of our 
international standing. Thus, much of 
the committee's work remains in the 
bill. 

We are told that the purpose of es
tablishing USTA is to improve the 
trade policy making process and 
ensure effective government action. 

To the contrary, combining USTR 
with the key components of the Inter
national Trade Administration will 
have the opposite effect. Indeed, the 
proposal is not reorganization, it 
amounts to trade disorganization. The 
bill would diminish the Office of 
USTR by removing the trade negotia
tion from his special place in the Exec
utive Office of the President, report
ing directly to the President, and 
reduce the USTR's role to that of just 
one more departmental level, bureau
cratic player in the already far too 
complicated trade policy game. 

I am sure that all my colleagues 
agree that we want to give trade policy 
greater prominence and coherence. 
However, removing USTR from the 
Executive Office of the President 
hardly seems the best way to ensure 
that trade policy has greater visibility 
and prominence. As an independent 
agency, USTA will no longer have 
unique access to all levels of govern
ment, and will instead be vying for po
sition against many others. 

I think that many of my colleagues 
have heard the stories about how for
eign negotiators often have a better 
idea of what is in the in basket of U.S. 
negotiators than their colleagues do. 
U.S. trade policy bureaucracy need to 
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spend less time competing against one 
another and more time aggressively 
pursuing our negotiating objectives. 
Creating a new independent trade 
agency hardly seems the best way to 
minimize intramural competition. 

An additional shortcoming of the 
bill's provision is that by combining 
these key Commerce bureaus with 
USTR we run the risk of having ex
tremely sensitive enforcement deci
sions-on antidumping and counter
vailing duty laws-becoming a bargain
ing chip in the poker game of trade 
negotiation. 

This Senator believes that the stakes 
are too high. The United States 
cannot afford to ante up with enforce
ment of our trade laws in exchanges 
for fleeting concessions elsewhere. 
Making our trade laws inoperative is 
not the way to open foreign markets. 

If my colleagues want to avoid fur
ther bureaucracy in our already over
burdened trade policymaking process, 
and prevent trade laws from becoming 
bargaining chips and talking points, 
this amendment will meet that need. 
The Senator from South Carolina 
would significantly improve this trade 
bill, and I urge the passage of his 
amendment. 

Mr. President, there are a number of 
features of this particular part, title 
XXXVII of the trade bill, that I have 
reservations about. But above all, 
what I have reservations about is the 
reorganization or in my judgment the 
fragmentation, bureaucratization, and 
destabilization of the Office of U.S. 
Trade Representative. 

What this bill does, of course, is to 
take that agency out of the White 
House, make it not a department, but 
an administration, and then assign to 
it two duties now performed by the 
U.S. Department of Commerce, 
namely, the administration of the 
Antidumping Act and the countervail
ing duty authority, and there are 
three problems with that. 

The first is that by making an ad
ministration and taking it out of the 
White House, the Trade Representa
tive is reduced in stature because he 
no longer reports directly to the Presi
dent, he is no longer a part of the 
White House, and he is indeed, al
though technically still retaining Cabi
net rank, reduced to a subdepartmen
tal level of an administration. This 
cannot but help weaken the position 
of the Administrator. 

As to leaving or putting into this 
new administration countervailing 
duties and antidumping administra
tion in the Commerce Department, 
there is a tremendous danger in that. 
The danger is that a special trade ne
gotiator in order to make a deal in 
some international bilateral or multi
lateral negotiation will be asked by 
some of the people he is negotiating 
with to give some ground to back off 
on the tough enforcement and admin-

istration of our Countervailing Duty 
and Antidumping Act. That is the last 
thing that we should want to have 
happen, and it is the last kind of pres
sure we should ever want on the U.S. 
special trade negotiator, and in this 
case as he would be called an adminis
trator. 

What we are doing is making U.S. 
Trade Representative into a person 
whose responsibilities become not 
trade but trading off and trading off 
the rights of one industry that they 
have sought and won under antidump
ing and countervailing duty laws for 
the benefit of another industry. That 
cannot be right. 

Finally, we will pay a heavy price if 
the Hollings amendment is not adopt
ed to strike this part of the bill by sub
jecting the U.S. Trade Administrator 
to the departmental and subdepart
mental infighting that takes place at 
the interagency level. 

So, Mr. President, I urge the support 
of the Hollings amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's 3 minutes have expired. 

Mr. GLENN. I yield myself 20 sec
onds to reply to the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. 

In my Dear Colleague letter, I stated 
the willingness to pull back from all 
the provisions he referred to and also 
referred to this on the floor. So I am 
prepared to make an amendment to 
that effect at the appropriate time if 
we can. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Montana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Montana is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I think 
this provision of the trade bill report
ed out by the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs is well intended. It at
tempts to reorganize the American 
Government to more effectively deal 
with America's trade deficit. Even 
though it is well intended, in my view 
it does not begin to accomplish the re
sults for which it is intended. In fact, 
it will cause many more problems than 
it attempts to solve. Why do I say 
that? 

First, I think that the USTR, our 
present trade negotiator, has achieved 
some effectiveness, because essentially 
it is a small agency. It is a lean, mean 
agency. 

The Government Affairs provisions 
in this bill will dilute the effectiveness 
of the USTR, because it would add to 
the size of USTR. It will quadruple 
the size of the USTR and make it 
more of a bureaucracy. The functions 
that it transfers to USTR are func
tions that have very little to do direct
ly with the present USTR. The func
tions to be transferred to the USTR 
from the Department of Commerce 

are, first, offices involved in export 
promotion. The USTR is not engaged 
in export promotion. It is engaged in 
negotiations and coordination of 
policy, not export promotion. 

So, first, the transfer of export pro
motion to negotiation and trade policy 
will dilute the effectiveness on the 
USTR. 

The second function to be trans
ferred from Commerce to USTR is the 
offices in charge of countervailing and 
dumping determinations which pres
ently are made by the Department of 
Commerce. Why will that further 
dilute the effectiveness of USTR? 
Very simply, because of this: in 1979, 
after the Tokyo round, the United 
States Government, established a spe
cial procedure in the Department of 
Commerce to administer a quasi-judi
cial proceeding to determine whether 
or not a foreign company had dumped 
in the United States. Since 1980 there 
have been 620 countervailing and 
dumping tariffs levied by the Depart
ment of Commerce agency and not 
one of them has resulted in retaliation 
by a foreign government. I submit this 
is in part because in fact we do have a 
quasi-judicial proceeding in the De
partment of Commerce. 

So if we move that over to the 
USTR, an Office of the President, it 
will dilute the apolitical nature of the 
quasi-judicial determination, further 
diluting not only the effectiveness of 
the USTR but further diluting the 
propriety and the judiciousness of the 
present countervail and dumping de
terminations presently made by the 
Department of Commerce. 

Let us be frank. I think most of us in 
this town do not believe that the De
partment of Commerce is the world's 
most efficient Department. It tends to 
be too bureaucratic. At least in the ex
perience of this Senator, it tends to be 
too bureaucratic. This committee bill 
transfers too much red tape from the 
Department of Commerce. Why bring 
that bundle and barrel of redtape and 
bureaucracy and bring it over in the 
USTR? I think it is a bad idea. 

Another problem is simply that we 
are presently negotiating trade agree
ments as part of a new round of 
GATT. There is going to be a new 
President elected in November 1988. If 
we retain the Governmental Affairs 
Committee provisions, we are going to 
be in this turmoil of trying to reorga
nize a not-thought-through proposal, 
an ill-thought-through proposal, some
thing basically put together with 
Band-Aids and Scotch tape. 

I do not think this is a good idea. 
Finally, Mr. President, I and Senator 

CHAFEE from Rhode Island are work
ing with a group called the congres
sional competitiveness caucus. I would 
be the first person in the world who 
wants the United States to be more 
competitive. One of the reasons the 
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United States is less competitive than 
it otherwise would be is because of 
high U.S. capital costs, which are basi
cally three times that of Japan. In real 
terms, U.S. capital costs are higher. 

If we contribute to the budget defi
cit with an ill-thought-through pro
posal, we are going to impede the com
petitiveness of U.S. companies. 

Sure, the superconductivity research 
fellows would like some more Federal 
funds, but they are not rushing to the 
Congress asking for more aid. It is 
more a matter of coordination. We 
have to remember we Americans are 
not the Japanese. We are a different 
culture. There are lessons we can 
adopt from the Japanese. We have to 
do it more thoughtfully. 

So it is with deep regret that I sup
port the amendment cosponsored by 
Senator HOLLINGS because I think the 
Senator from Ohio and the Govern
mental Affairs Committee have done 
what they could with the very short 
time assigned to them. 

With all due respect, I do not think 
that the proposal is sufficiently 
thought through. They have not had a 
time to think it through. 

I urge we do not adopt it. 
I urge, therefore, the adoption of 

the amendment of the Senator from 
South Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 5 
minutes of the Senator from Montana 
have expired. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield 5 

minutes to the Senator from New 
Mexico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 
In my view the amendment is an 
effort to deal with two serious prob
lems which we have, and I support the 
efforts of the Senator from Ohio 
through the Governmental Affairs 
Committee to deal with these serious 
issues. 

First of all, the area of our trade pol
icymaking in the Federal Government, 
I think it is clear to anybody who has 
studied this subject over the last sever
al years that we have had a minimum 
of diiection or coherent policy from 
the administration on this subject. 

I can remember coming to the 
Senate in 1983, and one of the first 
bills I was lobbied on by the adminis
tration at that time was a trade reor
ganization bill which the administra
tion was then pushing. Secretary Bal
drige, whom I have great respect for, 
came to my office and urged me to 
support the reorganization effort. Be
cause of the essential importance of 
getting on with that, I did so. We re
ported a bill out of the Governmental 
Affairs Committee. The administra
tion withdrew its support for the reor-

ganization before the bill was acted 
upon. 

Therefore, nothing was done. 
Now we see .another very conscien

tious effort being made to deal with 
the problem of lack of policy on trade 
issues and, again, although everyone 
concedes that some reorganziation is 
needed, we cannot get any consensus 
on exactly what should be done. 

There is an excellent article in the 
National Journal this month, dated 
the 19th of July, which is entitled 
"Feeling the Strain." It talks about 
some of these problems. 

I would just like to point out a provi
sion in that article. It says: 

There is widespread concern among many 
trade lawyers and lobbyists, trade specialists 
on Capital Hill and staffers at USTR that 
the international economic interests of the 
United States are suffering because there 
are too many pots on the trade policy front 
burners, not enough chefs and no coherent 
menu. 

They go on to point out that they 
have an official from the White House 
saying: 

My sense is that USTR is stretching a bit. 
CButl events will take care of themselves. 

Their view is that if they can just 
get past this trade bill, the problem 
will be behind them. 

Another USTR official is saying: 
There is no fundamental planning any

more. . . . It never occurs to anyone to do a 
[policy] paper, because they are so over
worked. You can see it in a vacuum of 
speaking on the specificity of our sugges
tions for the [upcoming multilateral trade] 
round. 

Mr. President, it is clear that some
thing must be done. I commend my 
colleague from Ohio for a very consci
entious proposal here to try to move 
from a general discussion to some
thing specific in reorganizing our 
trade efforts. I also commend him for 
his efforts to set up an agency and 
give it some authority to pursue com
mercial application of our technology. 

It is clear to me that we have a 
major deficiency here. It has been 
clear to me for a long time that our ef
forts toward promoting defense-relat
ed research are significantly more so
phisticated and more effective than 
our efforts to promote commercially 
relevant research. 

With the Advanced Civilian Tech
nology Agency, which is proposed 
here, I think we make a major step in 
trying to deal with this very real prob
lem. 

So I want to lend my support to the 
Senator from Ohio in his very gen
uine effort to deal with these serious 
problems. I hope that we will not miss 
the opportunity which is presented by 
this trade bill to deal with these very 
serious issues. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield 5 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Dela
ware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the amendment offered to 
strike the provisions of the omnibus 
trade bill based upon legislation re
ported out of the Committee on Gov
ernmental Affairs. 

My support for the Governmental 
Affairs bill in committee was predicat
ed on the creation of a new U.S. Trade 
Administration composed of the Office 
of the U.S. Trade Representative from 
the Executive Office of the President 
and the International Economic Policy 
and Trade Administration functions
including export administration func
tions-currently located in the Com
merce Department. I viewed this as an 
appropriate step toward the creation 
of a Federal level Department of 
Trade. 

The bill before, us, however, does 
not reflect the Governmental Affairs 
Committee product. That the proposal 
was altered as it was made part of the 
omnibus bill in a manner that dimin
ishes the trade reorganization ele
ment. I disagree with the change and, 
therefore, have withdrawn my support 
for the provision of the bill based 
upon the Governmental Affairs Com
mittee action. 

In my view the original Governmen
tal Affairs Committee approach to the 
creation of a new Trade Administra
tion represented a step toward consoli
dation of the principal elements of our 
Government's trade policy process. It 
would have provided the base for the 
creation of a Cabinet-level Depart
ment of Trade which I believe is the 
desirable approach to our governmen
tal trade organization. As I have said 
many times in the past, the consolida
tion of these trade policy functions is 
a step we must take in order to expand 
trade and remain competitive interna
tionally. 

I want to underscore for my col
leagues that my support for the pro
posed amendment is not a signal that I 
have diminished my desire to see the 
creation of a new Department of 
Trade. I truly do believe that eventual
ly-maybe in this Congress, maybe in 
the next-we will realize the need for 
a focused trade organization and will 
move to create a trade department. 

Mr. President, I would like to take a 
few minutes to explain why I think 
the creation of the Trade Department 
is so important. We are engaged now 
in a great debate about policies to help 
improve the international competitive
ness of the Nation. Competitiveness 
has moved to the top of the national 
polic,Y agenda. No matter how clever 
or forward-looking these policies are, 
however, their eventual impact will be 
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diminished if the mechanisms for im
plementing them are flawed. This is 
the case in the trade area. The limited 
trade reorganization passed in 1979 se
cured not order but chaos in the trade 
arena as it left trade responsibility di
vided between the Office of the U.S. 
Trade Representative and the Depart
ment of Commerce. 

The USTR is responsible for trade 
negotiations and policymaking while 
Commerce is to handle data collection 
and analysis in support of negotiations 
as well as the actual administration of 
the trade laws. In reality, however, 
these roles merge in a tangle of com
peting interests and management over
lap. USTR, our top policy coordinator, 
increasingly finds itself bogged down 
in time consuming administrative mat
ters while some Commerce resources 
are underutilized and rarely given rec
ognition for the work that is per
formed. 

Into this situation of uncertain 
power and responsibility have moved 
other interests including the Depart
ment of State, occasionally the De
partment of Defense and in recent 
times the Treasury Department. In 
this "who's on first?" environment it is 
little wonder that confusion reigns, 
trade policy is weakened and our trad
ing interests suffer. 

Moreover, the management ineffi
ciencies of our current trade organiza
tion are becoming more and more ap
parent. The small staff of the USTR is 
not sufficient to handle all of the de
tailed work required for aggressive 
action on 301 cases or for the long list 
of objectives to be pursued in the new 
round of trade negotiations. 

We may continue to add incremental 
staff positions to the USTR to ease 
the workload, but the simple fact is 
that the USTR will always draw on 
the resources of the other key trade 
agency, the Department of Commerce 
in order to get its Job done. And that 
of course is where the problems devel
op. Bifurcated trade organization, un
clear responsibility, duplication, lack 
of accountability and turf disputes all 
translate into a management muddle 
requiring excessive amounts of coordi
nation while trade opportunities are 
lost. 

Consolidation of the principle ele
ments of trade policy in a new depart
ment of trade will link negotiation to 
policymaking to administration. It will 
remove much of the incentive for de
structive bureaucratic turf battles and 
will give trade the organizational 
prominence it merits as a national pri
ority. 

I am opposed to the reorganization 
proposal in the legislation before us 
because it does not go far enough 
toward the creation of a department 
of trade. It does not link trade law ad
ministration to trade policy negotia
tions. It does not bring trade promo
tion into the new organization. It 

leaves out important data collection 
responsibilities integral to the policy 
process. And it does not provide Cabi
net-level status to the new trade orga
nization. 

The alteration of the Governmental 
Affairs Committee bill as reflected in 
this omnibus legislation undercuts the 
purpose and effect of the proposed 
U.S. Trade Administration. It causes 
further fragmentation instead of uni
fication of important trade functions. 
And it strays further from my ulti
mate goal of the creation of a Cabinet
level U.S. Department of Trade. 

For these reasons I no longer view 
this legislation as a step forward on 
trade reorganization and I cannot sup
port it. I support the amendment now 
before the Senate with the clear un
derstanding that I intend to return to 
the issue of trade reorganization in 
the coming months to seek the cre
ation of the Department of Trade. 

Mr. President, in order for the effort 
to create a Cabinet-level department 
of trade to succeed, it is imperative 
that the initiative have the active sup
port of the administration. I am 
pleased, therefore, that the U.S. Trade 
Representative and the Secretary of 
Commerce in a letter written to me on 
July 1, 1987, have indicated the will
ingness of the administration to work 
with me to develop an appropriate re
organization for trade within the exec
utive branch. This is an important and 
constructive development and I look 
forward to working with representa
tives of the administration to design 
and advance a trade reorganization 
proposal in the coming months. I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of 
this letter be printed in the RECORD at 
the conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, in the 

last year a number of key national 
trade leaders have stated publicly that 
we need to reorganize the trade func
tions of our Government. For exam
ple, in a National Press Club speech 
earlier this year, Congressman DAN 
RosTENKOWSKI stated "every other in
dustrialized nation has a minister of 
trade and we need one, too. In interna
tional trade, we need one person who 
will articulate our policy, provide our 
answers and take the heat." 

Similarly, in a speech delivered late 
last year before the Center for Strate
gic and International Studies, former 
U.S. Trade Representative Robert 
Strauss stated that he had come to the 
conclusion that "part of any compre
hensive, bipartisan trade legislation 
should be the creation of a depart
ment of trade." In Mr. Strauss' view, 
the new trade department "would be 
the centerpiece of a sensible, aggres
sive U.S. trade policy based upon self
interest and also committed to global 
responsibility." 

Mr. President, I believe support for 
this amendment is important also in 
order eliminate the funding provision 
for the Advanced Civilian Technology 
Administration CACT Al proposed in 
this legislation. 

The proposed ACT A is funded at the 
unacceptably high level of $480 mil
lion over 3 years, with authorizations 
of $80 million in fiscal year 1988, $160 
million in fiscal year 1989 and $240 
million in fiscal year 1990. Mr. Presi
dent, this is money we do not have. At 
this point in June 1987, we have al
ready overspent the fiscal year 1987 
budget resolution by $13.3 billion and 
are $18.5 billion lower in revenues 
than called for by the resolution. 

We are taxing at a historically con
sistent rate of 19 percent of GNP, but 
are spending at a rate of 23 percent of 
GNP. We have made progress at re
ducing the deficit, but we have a long 
way to go before we get the budget 
back into balance. The funding for 
new programs such as the proposed 
ACTA will result in the movement 
away from a balanced budget and back 
toward troublesome deficits in the 
$200 billion range. 
If the ACTA concept has merit, it 

should be attempted on a trial, or 
demonstration basis. The current 
funding levels are unacceptable and I, 
therefore, support the amendment to 
the ACT A provisions from the bill. 

Mr. President, title 38 of this legisla
tion creates a new agency of the Fed
eral Government, new committees, a 
new council, a costly new trade data 
system, and numerous study initia
tives. Many of these items duplicate 
activities already carried out by Gov
ernment agencies or are not appropri
ate for Government action in the first 
place. 

For example, the title creates a new 
permanent council on economic com
petitiveness that would be funded at 
the level of $15 million in its first year 
of operation. Mr. President, this $15 
million is only $100,000 less than the 
entire annual funding for the Office of 
the U.S. Trade Representative. I 
cannot conceive of what this new 
council could contribute in the way of 
analysis or research that is not already 
being done by agencies of the Govern
ment that would merit this sort of ex
penditure of public funds. 

Beyond its cost, however, the mis
sion assigned to the council raises 
troubling questions about the appro
priate role of Government agencies in 
developing policies affecting private 
enterprises. My concern on this point 
is best reflected in the stated mandate 
of the council to "develop and pro
mote a national vision and specific 
policies which enhance the productivi
ty and international competitiveness 
of United States industries." I do not 
think that any governmental unit can 
adequately produce a vision of what 
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course that private sector interests 
should take to remain competitive 
internationally. This to me, Mr. Presi
dent, moves the council foursquare 
into issues that are the domain of pri
vate sector decisionmakers, not a gov
ernmental bureaucracy. 

The proposal would also create a na
tional trade data bank with another 
new bureaucracy in the proposed Na
tional Trade Data Committee. While I 
strongly support improvements in 
trade data, this initiative is duplicative 
of efforts now well underway in the 
Commerce Department and, if imple
mented, would be extremely expen
sive. The proposed data bank would be 
expensive to create and to maintain, 
with estimated authorizations at $19 
million for data bank and committee 
for the first 5 fiscal years alone. There 
is little prospect, I might add, that any 
user fees charged could come close to 
covering the costs of the system. 

Much of the proposed data in this 
system would compete directly with 
information provided by the private 
sector economic and commercial serv
ices. It is likely that the data bank 
could provide a competitive product 
only if it offered a highly subsidized 
price structure. These private sector 
services would be sure to protest a 
competitor product subsidized by the 
Government. 

A large and growing inventory of 
commercial and economic information 
useful to U.S. exporters is being pro
vided through the International Trade 
Administration's Commercial Inf orma
tion Management System CCIMSl, 
now nearing completion, will provide 
substantial amounts of information on 
foreign business opportunities, busi
ness contacts, and market characteris
tics. 

The administration's export promo
tion data system should be permitted 
to come fully on line and be given the 
opportunity to prove its adequacy 
before we launch off on another new 
and costly data program. 

The title also calls for a new commis
sion on U.S. trade in the 1990's and a 
series of competitiveness studies. The 
commission is pegged at $1 million and 
the studies would cost in the neighbor
hood of $5 million. These efforts are 
duplicative of efforts already under
way or are unnecessary and excessive
ly costly. These provisions should be 
eliminated with the remainder of the 
title. 

Mr. President, I feel strongly that 
our competitive position international
ly will be restored faster by budget re
straint and reduction of the deficit 
than by giving the green light to mas
sive new Government spending initia
tives. It has been pointed out that the 
omnibus trade bill as a whole author
izes at least 81 Federal and State agen
cies, offices, advisory panels and com
mmiona. It calls for 165 new reports, 
studies and evaluations by the Federal 

agencies. And it creates between 500 
and 1,000 new positions in the Federal 
Government, depending upon how the 
language is interpreted. Unfortunate
ly, title 38 of the bill makes a strong 
contribution to this expansion of gov
ernment expense and reach. 

I conclude, therefore, that the omni
bus trade bill will be improved by the 
elimination of portions of titles 37 and 
38 as reflected in the proposed amend
ment. 

EXHIBIT 1 
THE U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, 

Washington, DC, July 1, 1987. 
Hon. WILLIAM V. RoTH, Jr., 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR BILL: We are writing you concerning 
trade reorganization proposals currently in 
S. 1420, and amendments to those proposals 
that may be offered on the Senate floor. 

Like you, Bill, we have thought long and 
hard about how best to organize the Execu
tive Branch to develop and implement an ef
fective trade policy. Each of us has had 
somewhat different views on this subject. 
The main view on which we hope you now 
agree with us is that the proposals currently 
in S. 1420 have not been adequately consid
ered and would not improve the organiza
tion of government. Particularly after our 
long and thoughtful debate on trade reorga
nization, it would be a shame for half-baked 
ideas to be hastily passed by the Congress 
simply to get something-anything-on 
trade reorganization accomplished through 
s. 1420. 

The current proposals would dismember 
the International Trade Administration, un
dermining its internal coordination and ef
fectiveness. They would move into the new 
U.S. Trade Administration Import Adminis
tration, thus calling into question the non
political basis for antidumping and counter
vailing duty decisions; and International 
Economic Policy, thus denuding ITA of re
gional expertise needed to make informed 
decisions about trade activities. It would 
transform a small, mobile negotiating policy 
team <USTR> into a middle-sized bureaucra
cy, while leaving a second middle-sized bu
reaucracy in place. This transformation 
would cripple one of USTR's chief assets: its 
ability currently to respond quickly to de
velopments and to use efficiently the re
sources of other agencies. Time critical 
issues would languish because of delay 
caused by additional bureaucratic layers in 
USTR between staff and the Trade Repre
sentative. The proposed reorganization 
would also disrupt the current balance of in
terests between the industrial and agricul
tural sectors. 

Bill, we believe that enactment of trade 
legislation and developments in pending 
trade negotiations warrant serious consider
ation of trade reorganization. We want to 
work with you closely to develop a reorgani
zation plan we can all agree upon, and with 
which we can proceed at an appropriate 
time. 

But the S. 1420 proposals are inappropri
ate and undesirable, and now-with the 
press of everything else in S. 1420-is not 
the time. We hope you will join with the 
Administration, first in supporting an 
amendment to strike trade reorganization 
proposals from S. 1420; and second in devel
oping a plan to organize trade policymaking 
within the Executive Branch more effective
ly and efficiently. 

The Office of Management and Budget 
advises that from the standpoint of the 
President's program, there is no objection to 
the presentation of these views. 

Sincerely, 
CLAYTON YEUTTER. 
MALcOLM BALDRIGE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 

yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
Senator from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, in 
view of the time constraints, I will be 
brief and simply say I rise today to 
join my distinguished colleagues from 
South Carolina and Missouri in oppos
ing a massive and unnecessary reorga
nization and expansion of the U.S. 
Government trade agencies. 

The Office of the U.S. Trade Repre
sentative is today a lean, flexible, and 
responsive arm of the executive 
branch. Its relatively small, dedicated 
staff is responsible for the execution 
of our trade laws as well as the hercu
lean task of negotiating all bilateral 
and multilateral trade agreements. A 
reorganization would require the U.S. 
Trade Representative to become more 
involved in administrative matters and 
less attentive to the intricate details of 
negotiations at a time when this 
Nation must maintain a "full court 
press" on its trade agenda. I do not 
think for a moment that anyone of us 
believes that our trade deficit of $170 
billion will disappear without extract
ing concessions from our trade part
ners to open their own markets. That 
effort will' not be at all aided by the di
lution of responsibility, duplication of 
effort, and inefficient bureaucratic 
bloat that would result from this pro
posal. 

This amendment also proposes fund
ing for a semiconductor manufactur
ing and research facility, Sematech. A 
joint venture between the private and 
public sectors, this innovative proposal 
will help the domestic semiconductor 
industry regain its global leadership 
position. In 1986, the United States 
semiconductor industry lost its lead in 
the world semiconductor market to 
Japan. U.S. share of the world market 
has declined from 60 percent in 1975 
to 42 percent in 1986. During this 
same period Japan's share has in
creased from 20 percent to 44 percent. 

I commend my good friends for their 
support of this unique and vital effort. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this important amendment. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 

yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Kansas. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Kansas is recognized for 
3 minutes. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the motion to strike 
titles X:X:XVII and portions of 
XXXVIII from S. 1420. In fact, I am 
concerned that we are not going far 
enough in eliminating all of title 38. 
Although I appreciate the work of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee, and 
would support some of the concepts 
and ideas embodied in this legislation, 
I am very concerned about the bu
reaucracy this legislation will create 
and the costs associated with many of 
the new programs included in the bill. 

Mr. President, there are portions of 
the first title of this bill that I find 
very interesting. For example, I agree 
with the committee's contention that 
the Commerce Department could do 
with a little consolidation in order to 
better implement trade policy. There 
would be a direct link between our 
trade policymaking authority and 
trade analysis and implementation. I 
agree with that argument. 

I also like the concept of promoting 
domestic industries in international 
marketplace. The committee bill, how
ever, creates a separate body, the De
partment of Industry and Technology. 
to disseminate and collect trade inf or
mation, to promote trade and indus
try, and to analyze the effects of trade 
policy. This provision forces our trade 
negotiators to rely on a completely 
separate Department for pertinent 
trade information. I do not see this as 
a way of streamlining the bureaucra
cy-rather I see it as more confusing 
and a duplication of existing pro
grams. 

Another new program which would 
be housed in the DIT is an agency, the 
Advanced Civilian Technology Admin
istration CACTAl, to promote the de
velopment and application of ad
vanced technologies. Mr. President, I 
do agree that U.S. industries will only 
be successful in the international mar
ketplace if they can compete in highly 
technological fields, however, I see the 
promotion of U.S. industries and tech
nology abroad as a major responsibil
ity for trade policymakers. 

Mr. President, this bill does not con
solidate trade policymaking, nor does 
it clarify existing lines of authority. 
Rather it is authorizes new programs 
at a cost of almost $1.4 billion over the 
next 4 years without eliminating any 
existing and duplicative programs. 
The largest expenditure is the cre
ation of the ACTA within the DIT. 
This single agency is authorized for 
$-t80 million over a 3-year period 

Mr. President, the second title of the 
bill authorizes the creation of several 
new Federal agencies, which would 
exist in addition to the remaining enti
ties of the current Commerce Depart
ment. The Iaraest would be an inde
pendent Council on Economic Com-

petitiveness CCECl, authorized at 
almost $15 million-the USTR, respon
sible for developing and negotiating 
U.S. trade policy, is authorized for 
only slightly more. The role of this 
Council would be to review Federal 
proposals which affect the ability of 
the United States to compete interna
tionally. However, after reading the 
provisions of the legislation, I am con
vinced that the Council is not well de
fined and that a number of questions 
are not addressed. For example, are 
corporations and manufacturing com
panies not in a better position to de
termine whether they can compete 
internationally? What exactly will 
happen after proposals are reviewed? 
Will the Council make recommenda
tions about various industries? Will in
dustries be compelled to follow those 
recommendations? 

Included in the legislation is a tem
porary Commission on U.S. Trade in 
the 1990's, authorized for such sums as 
may be necessary, which would study 
and report on future trade problems 
the United States may encounter. It 
seems to me this responsibility is han
dled adequately by the International 
Trade Administration in the Depart
ment of Commerce and the office of 
the USTR. How many commissions 
and studies can the American taxpay
er afford? And furthermore, how can 
we determine our long-range trade 
problems if we are having trouble get
ting a handle on our current trade 
problems? 

I must admit to some reservations 
about preserving the National Trade 
Data Committee proposal, whose pri
mary responsibility would be to estab
lish and maintain a national data bank 
of trade information. I would like to 
see us streamline and centralize data 
and information collection programs 
within the Department of Commerce 
whenever possible. I cannot believe 
that the data bank is entirely neces
sary when the Bureau of Economic 
Analysis, the National Technical In
formation Service, the Bureau of the 
Census, the Economic Development 
Administration, the International 
Trade Administration, the Trade Ad
ministration, and Office of Trade De
velopment, the National Bureau of 
Standards, and the Office of Interna
tional Economic Policy already exist. 
Mr. President, is it necessary to au
thorize an additional $13 million in 3 
years for services that are already pro
vided, probably several times over? 

While reorganization of the Depart
ment of Commerce may well be in 
order, I am concerned that an un
thoughtful reorganization of this mag
nitude, which will cost hundreds of mil
lions of dollars, only adds to our trade 
problems and our budget deficit. Es
tablishing a number of new pro
grams-many of which duplicate exist
ing efforts-does not make us more 
competitive, they only make our pro-

cedures more cumbersome and dupli
cative. 

It is time we realized, Mr. President, 
that the trade deficit will continue 
until the budget deficit is lowered, 
until U.S. productivity is increased, 
and foreign barriers are removed. All 
the reorganizations in the world will 
not affect those simple truths. For 
these reasons, Mr. President, I hope 
the Senate will vote to strike titles 
X:X:XVII and XXXVIII of S. 1420. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina is recog
nized. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The distinguished 
Senator from Ohio has postured him
self as having discovered the problem, 
and the distinguished Senator from 
New Mexico says: "I hope we don't 
miss an opportunity." 

Inferentially, they would assume 
that nothing has been done. 

I have been working. My own record 
here is some 20 years in commerce, 
trade, and technology, and more re
cently we have passed various acts. 
Some 7 years ago we passed the 1980 
Technology Innovation Act. Then we 
and the Labor Committee passed the 
1985 engineering amendments to the 
National Science Foundation. In 1986, 
Senator DANFORTH and I joined to
gether on the Federal Technology 
Transfer Act. 

I can tell you right now we are not 
missing the opportunity, if the Mem
bers will only read titles XL through 
XLV. We have therein, in those par
ticular titles: the National Institute of 
Technology, the Technology Exten
sion Services, the 12 regional centers, 
the advanced technology program, and 
on down the list of a well-conceived, 
unanimously supported particular pro
gram. 

In all candor, the distinguished Sen
ator from Ohio never mentioned any
thing about his proposal to me or any
body on the Commerce Committee, 
and I asked around. I said I had never 
received all the details on this •until 
last week. 

Similarly, I asked the Finance Com
mittee whether they had been contact
ed, last week when they had the 
amendments. The idea now is to get 
together on the finance side and not 
the commerce side. 

We on the Commerce Committee, 
the Secretary of Commerce, the ad
ministration, and all of us working 
with respect to this particular problem 
oppose the Governmental Affairs pro
posal. We believe we ought to empha
size and work upon our strengths, and 
that strength is in the Bureau of 
Standards. 

You know, they say necessity is the 
mother of invention. Already we have 
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a Navy rapid acquisition of manufac
tured parts program going on now 
with the Bureau of Standards' tech
nology and with SRI, Grumman, 
McDonnell Douglas, the South Caroli
na Research Authority. We are trying 
to formalize in statute a similar pro
gram for civilian industry, a version of 
what we really have been forced to do 
to meet this competition. 

We did not wait on the Senator from 
Ohio to come running with ACT A, 
ACTA, ACTA. What happens with 
ACTA is he leaves the Bureau of 
Standards, all the strengths we have 
there, and starts a new agency, goes 
through a new Secretary. We consid
ered that. But we decided that our 
particular head of the proposed Insti
tute of Technology should report di
rectly to the Secretary of Commerce, 
building on those strengths. We also 
have a program that is widely support
ed-not in his bill, in our bill. That is 
what you really have in the amend
ment. 

We are not trying to stop the solu
tion to the problem. In contrast, what 
we are doing is working with the Na
tional Society of Professional Engi
neers and others. Different organiza
tions that have come forward now in 
support of this particular thing, in
cluding the Engineering Deans Coun
cil, the National Academy of Engineer
h1g, the president of the National 
Academy of Sciences-I could go on 
listing the organizations who endorsed 
our bill, 907, which is now titled XL 
through XL V in this particular meas
ure. So we are not missing the oppor
tunity. 

So the Governmental Affairs propos
al is not moving forward, as the Sena
tor says. 

I would retain the balance of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
ADAMS). The time of the Senator has 
expired. The Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may need. 

Mr. President, I cannot believe what 
I Just heard on the floor here from the 
Senator from South Carolina, that the 
Commerce Committee never heard of 
these ·changes, just a short time ago. 
The arrangements for the omnibus bill 
were that parts were to be sent to dif
ferent committees and those commit
tees were to report back as soon as 
possible. Then we were supposed to 
get together and work out any 
changes as each committee went 
through the bill and saw what might 
conflict with their Jurisdictions or 
their interests. If there were disagree
ments we were to take care of that. 

The Governmental Affairs Commit
tee reported their part of this bill on 
the 11th of June. We questioned 
others. We went through the bill. We 
had some disagreements. The Banking 
Committee brought up some problems 
they had. We worked with them, 

worked that out and comprised the 
change and it was quite satisfactory to 
them. 

The trade bill was on the floor last 
Wednesday. I heard a rumor that Sen
ator HOLLINGS was, indeed, going to 
move to strike a good part of this bill. 
I even called and got no return to my 
call. 

On Thursday last, all at once I got 
word in my office that the amendment 
of the Senator from South Carolina 
was going to be called up. I came to 
the floor immediately. I requested a 
copy of the amendment. I was given a 
set of talking points; no amendment. 

By mutual agreement, it was put 
over to Friday with a time agreement 
even though I could not get a copy of 
the amendment and on Friday, as the 
Senator well remembers, I sat back 
here with him, wanting a copy of the 
amendment. We could not even get it 
then. It was 5:15 that afternoon in my 
office before I finally got a copy of it 
and we went to work over the week
end. 

We wanted to work out our differ
ences. All day yesterday, I called re
peatedly to the Senator's office so we 
could get together and talk out some 
of these compromises we wanted that 
addressed the trade reorganization 
and reduction of funding to a more ac
ceptable level for the Senator. I under
stand the Senator did return my call 
last night after I left the office. He 
called about 5:40 last night. So I find it 
a little disingenuous to say that we set 
out and sprung this on everybody 
when that is just the opposite of the 
truth. It has been open, published for 
weeks now; open to committee." 

If the Senator wishes to pursue this 
I would be willing to go into details of 
what staff contacted what staff and 
when. We have a number of different 
dates here going back, clear back to 
May 6 at which time staff had discus
sion on this. So this is not anything, I 
would submit to my colleagues in the 
Senate, that was just sprung today. 
This is something that has been out in 
public to be questioned, to be looked 
at as we have looked at portions of the 
Commerce Committee bill, as the staff 
did. 

So, this is not something that was 
suddently sprung and I repeat, I would 
be quite happy to amend it right 
here-I have the amendments with 
me. If it were parliamentarily possible 
for me to submit these amendments I 
would, which would take care of the 
concerns that I had expressed to me 
about the bill. I did not come yelling 
ACTA, ACTA, ACTA. We put this in 
because we think it is very, very neces
sary to make the transition from re
search in this country over to commer
cialization which keeps jobs and em
ployment in this country and that has 
been our main concern. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator reserves the balance of his 
time. Who yields time? 

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. We did on last 
Friday discuss it. Obviously, when this 
was reported in June, as the distin
guished Senator has related, I, for sev
eral weeks, sought to discuss it with 
the Finance Committee. In fact, mem
bers of the Finance Committee told 
me they were going to put in an 
amendment to knock out these por
tions of the bill. Finally, as you well 
can see, the Senator from Montana 
who is on the Finance Committee, and 
the other Senators, have Joined, in
cluding Senator RoTH, the distin
guished ranking member of the Gov
ernmental Affairs Committee as well 
as an outstanding member of our Fi
nance Committee. 

So, when I discussed my amendment 
on Friday with the distinguished Sena
tor and we had the Xerox machine 
making him a copy of the amend
ment-after I had talked to several 
members on his committee with re
spect to keeping Sematech, with re
spect to keeping competitiveness stud
ies and otherwise-I related to the dis
tinguished Senator from Ohio that we 
could not compromise on reorganizing 
the Department of Commerce. 

He keeps on saying he has an offer. 
That offer was refused on Friday. I did 
call him back yesterday. I talked to 
him again this morning when I de
clined, again, the offer. He acts like we 
had Just somehow had a problem miss
ing each other, where we did not get 
together. That is not the case. 

Numerous Senators testified on our 
particular bill in the Commerce Com
mittee. I Just could not imagine reor
ganizing a particular department of 
Government where a committee had 
the primary function over it and never 
discuss it with a Senator on that par
ticular committee, particularly the 
chairman. He never did, never dis
cussed this. 

So, it is a matter of not being open 
and public in that context. Once the 
final details were made public we just 
opposed it and that is what my amend
ment intends to do. It is not that we 
cannot get along and compromise. 
That is the life of the law, to compro
mise. I know that better than any. But 
I cannot get the administration to ap
prove this. I can tell you that right 
now. I cannot get, perhaps, a majority 
of the Senate to go along with this 
idea of a separate agency rather than 
build on the strengths of our own ex
isting Bureau of Standards. 

The Governmental Affairs plan pro
poses to divide technology functions. 
Instead of really organizing like we are 
trying to do in order to compete, in-
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stead of doing that, what we have 
done now is to disorg~d by putting 
competing agencies within a Com
merce Department that has already 
been accused of overwhelming bu
reaucracy. 

So that is why we do not agree to it. 
I reserve the balance of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yield time? 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may require. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio is recognized. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, we had a 
number of distinguished Americans 
come before our committee in the firm 
support of what we are trying to do 
with regard to reorganization at 
ACTA. Let me say that I want to also 
pay tribute to the distinguished mi
nority leader on our committee, the 
ranking minority member, Senator 
RoTH, who through the years, has had 
repeated hearings going clear back to 
1981 on this very subject and a lot of 
excellent background work. We built 
on some of that this year and I know 
that one of his difficulties with the 
bill all this year was we did not go far 
enough. 

He wanted to go whole-hog on this 
and make a Department of Trade, as 
such. He has been an advocate of that 
for a long time. I think if we were 
truly serious about the reorganization 
problem, we probably would go to a 
Department of Trade and at the same 
time a Department of Science and 
Technology. 

Most nations of the world have some 
combination like that, most of the 
major industrialized nations, at least, 
and it seems to serve them in good 
stead. 

I do not disagree, necessarily, with 
this approach. It is just that we have 
tried to take a more modest bite of the 
apple. I know that he was disappoint
ed when some of these things did not 
come out. I want to give him full 
credit for keeping this issue alive all 
through the years when it was not 
that popular, when he was a lone voice 
sometimes out there crying in the wil
derness on trade matters. 

I know from working with him in 
the committee that his disenchant
ment with what we have here before 
us today is not necessarily with the 
bite of the apple, but it is the size of 
the bite of the apple more than any
thing else. In fact, it is the whole 
apple that is missing. 

He wants to move to stronger meas
ures in trade than we have provided 
here. I appreciate the position that he 
is in. 

its primary focus on efficiency and commer
cial application. Second, because of the 
swapping of people, it will be sensitive to in
dustrial needs and carry information back 
to industry. It minimizes the cost to the tax
payer because of the cost sharing and recov
ery of investments in that technology were 
it successful, and I believe it is a necessary 
response to the institutional technology of 
developed programs of our national rivals, 
namely people like Japan and West Germa
ny. 

Further, he said: 
Your bill to reorganize the Commerce De

partment as the Department of Industry 
and Technology, particularly the Office of 
Under Secretary of Industry, I think will 
help us create coherent efforts to promote 
those exports. 

Later: 
America can only meet the challenge of 

international competitiveness by intensify
ing its efforts to increase our technical de
velopment in the commercial sphere, thus 
increasing our exports. I think your bill 
offers a sound way of accomplishing that. 

Bob Kahn said: 
First, the problems of competitiveness, 

trade and technology in the global economy 
are really sufficiently complex that I believe 
no single action by itself is likely to provide 
a solution. I wish to, therefore, explore 
many different avenues and expect that a 
combination of factors may ultimately be 
required. I think the idea of an ACT A to 
deal with these problems characterized as a 
civilian counterpart to DARPA, could very 
well be one of these factors. I am personally 
in support of the concept. In fact, I believe 
the concept is sufficiently important that I 
believe it has merit independent of the dis
position of the rest of the bill. I hope it does 
not get lost in the debate. 

We could go on with page after page 
of the testimony of those who favored 
it. 

I have a letter here from the science, 
technology and public policy program 
at Harvard, Dr. Lou Branscomb, the 
ex-chief scientist at IBM and now at 
Harvard. He said: 

I have read your proposed legislation, S. 
1233, to establish a Department of Industry 
and Technology, with great interest. As a 
former Director of the National Bureau of 
Standards, this proposal would bring a most 
welcome emphasis on technology to the De
partment of Commerce, which has long 
been ambivalent about its scientific and 
technological role. 

Later on he said: 
The activitiE!s under the Under Secretary 

for Technology could provide an industrial
ly-oriented counterbalance to the NSF al
lowing the two areas to be developed 
through management arrangements suita
ble to their purposes. 

They would be complementary to 
each other. 

He said he noted an interesting con
trast between our proposal and those 
of 2 years ago to change the Depart
ment of Commerce into a Department 
of Trade and Industry. 

Mr. President, I will mention some 
of the distinguished people who have 
come before our committee. People 
such as Bob Noyce. I read some of his 
testimony. He said: 

This measure which received administra
tion endorsement, if not active support, 
would have shorn the Department of all of 

A suggestion for a Government agency its technical activities, and added to its 
like ACTA is very, very good because it has trade responsibillties. 

Your measure, it seems to me, accom
plishes the same purpose of coordinating 
trade policy while strengthening a concern 
for civil technology and capabillties. 

Mr. President, I will summarize. We 
were given a chunk of this trade legis
lation to consider and looked at 
whether organizational changes were 
necessary. We felt indeed they were. 
We felt that no longer can we just 
look at trade as being a matter that we 
let in because we made a break
through in this country in a scientific 
way and it got used in our ir\dustry, we 
developed new industries, and that led 
us to new trade. 

What we find now is that we do the 
basic research. We have more Nobel 
laureates than anywhere on Earth. 
Then someone else takes our idea and 
because they are faster on their feet, 
because they are organized Govern
mentwise, Government, industry, in
vestment, they move technologies into 
common use before we do and they 
reap the benefit of our research. 

That is not going to change. It will 
become more critical into the future. 

What we have tried to do is to reor
ganize, to move research and commer
cialization more rapidly. We did that 
by saying that in the present Depart
ment of Commerce, which would be 
changed to the Department of Indus
try and Technology, we would create 
an Under Secretary for Industry 
which would basically be the outfit 
that would assume the functions of 
the present Department of Commerce 
but that we would also create an 
Under Secretary for Technology. 
Under that person we would have 
ACTA, the Advance Civilian Technolo
gy Agency. which would be the civilian 
counterpart of DARPA, which has 
been so successful in the military area. 
That would become the focal point of 
science policy for our Government. 

How much time have I remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator has 3 minutes 9 seconds. 
Mr. GLENN. As I said when I start

ed, there are two controversial con
cerns in this bill. One, the original bill 
moves trade functions to the USTR 
and does change some of the trade 
functions. I am willing to forego that. 
Maybe we will get back to what Sena
tor ROTH has proposed, the Depart
ment of Trade. Maybe we have to de
velop more consensus for that. I am 
aware that many Senators have con
cerns over that and I would be happy 
to make that change. 

Second, there was concern about the 
money spent on ACTA, whether it was 
going to be too much. We reduce that 
to only $80 million in this bill, $30 mil
lion in fiscal year 1989 and $50 million 
in fiscal year 1990. I would be happy 
to propose those amendments. 

Mr. President, I think we would like 
to have a way of doing that. I do not 
know whether the Senator from South 
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Carolina would agree to let us propose 
those amendments now or whether he 
would object to them. 

Would the Senator comment briefly 
on my time? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The Senator knows 
I would object to that. We discussed it 
on Friday and again this morning. 

Mr. GLENN. We did not discuss it on 
Friday and only briefly this morning. 
On Friday I said we would be willing 
to make some concessions, but we did 
not get into detail on Friday. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator is correct. He 
had many distinguished Americans 
appear before his committee. The fact 
is they are distinguished in two re
gards. They appeared before other 
committees also, like Lewis Branscomb 
who headed up the National Bureau of 
Standards, who now is at Harvard and 
was chief scientists for IBM. In House 
testimony he endorsed our bill, titles 
XL through VL. 

Other distinguished witnesses, like 
the Deputy Trade Representative and 
the Deputy Secretary of the Depart
ment of Commerce, distinguished 
themselves by opposing his particular 
measure and later endorsing ours. 
That is where we are on this particu
lar measure. 

We cannot go in two different direc
tions. We either have to go the Com
merce Committee way, which has been 
figured out by those working in this 
discipline and by the administration, 
to work on the strengths that we have 
in the Bureau of Standards, or we 
have to start a new agency and a new 
Under Secretary and new bureaucracy 
and everything else and disorganize 
what we are trying to do in advanced 
technology. 

Mr. President, today several of us 
are offering an amendment to strike 
many of the provisions of the two 
trade bill titles authored by the Gov
ernmental Affairs Committee. I pro
posed the amendment last Friday. Co
sponsors include Senators DANFORTH, 
BAUCUS, EXON, RUDMAN, HEINZ, EVANS, 
KASSEBAUM, McCAIN, KASTEN, 
D'AMATO, PACKWOOD and BOND. Our 
amendment would strike the proposed 
trade and technology reorganizations, 
the proposed Advanced Civilian Tech
nology Agency CACTAJ, and two 
smaller provisions. 

The amendment would leave in place 
several other provisions, including the 
Sematech subtitle, the National Trade 
Data Bank, the Office of Small Busi
ness Trade Remedy Assistance, the 
Council on Economic Competitiveness, 
several studies, and the Committee for 
Symmetrical Access to Technological 
Research. 

Mr. President, I agree with the Gov
ernmental Affairs Committee that 

trade and technology issues are of the 
greatest importance. In recent years 
the Senate as a whole has not given 
them the attention they deserve. I do 
not agree, however, with the particu
lar reorganizations and the new 
agency that they propose in their bill. 

The Governmental Affairs proposal 
is large, drastic, and expensive. Their 
approach has enormous ramifications 
for U.S. trade and technology pro
grams. It would completely reorganize 
the Department of Commerce, create 
a huge new technology program, and 
authorize over $1 billion in new ex
penditures. Most of these expendi
tures are in the hard-pressed Com
merce Department account. In the 
technology area, the Commerce Com
mittee's approach is far superior. 

I do believe, however, that several 
provisions of the Governmental Af
fairs titles should be kept. One is the 
subtitle dealing with "Sematech" -the 
proposed semiconductor manufactur
ing technology project. Congress as a 
whole will need to examine this ambi
tious proposal closely, but the fiscal 
year 1988 authorization for this par
ticular program has already been ex
amined and approved by the Senate 
Armed Services Committee. 

I understand that the National 
Trade Data Bank also has received 
broad support, including from some 
members of the Finance Committee. 

The Office of Small Trade Remedy 
Assistance already exists in a slightly 
different form in the International 
Trade Commission; the relevant provi
sion in S. 1420 simply transfers it to 
the Commerce Department. . 

The Committee on Symmetrical 
Access to Technological Research 
complements existing Commerce De
partment activities, including the new 
Japanese Technical Literature Pro
gram enacted by Congress last year. 

The Council on Economic Competi
tiveness is a sometimes controversial 
proposal, but one that has been care
fully crafted during 4 years of work. 

In the remainder of my statement, 
Mr. President, I would like to focus on 
two aspects of the Governmental Af
fairs proposal-the trade reorganiza
tion and the technology programs. 

TRADE REORGANIZATION 

As chairman of the Commerce, 
State, Justice Appropriations Subcom
mittee, I have long pushed for a more 
coherent, less fragmented Federal 
trade effort. I do not see, however, 
how a new, separate U.S. Trade Ad
ministration would meet that goal. By 
creating yet another Federal trade 
agency, this proposal further diffuses 
responsibility and programs. It creates 
more fragmentation, not less. I also 
question the wisdom of making the 
U.S. Trade Representative into an ad
ministrator as well as a negotiator. 
The Trade Representative has more 
than enough to do at present, and I 

would not like to see that official's at
tention diverted to other matters. 

TECHNOLOGY 

Technology programs a.re also of 
great interest to me, both as chairman 
of the Commerce Committee and 
chairman of the Commerce, State, 
Justice Appropriations Subcommittee. 
Here, too, I believe that many of us 
she.re the common goal of improving 
Federal technology programs, particu
larly those of the Department of Com
merce. 

But, Mr. President, I also know that 
the Commerce Committee's technolo
gy proposals-incorporated in titles 40 
through 45 of the trade bill-a.re far 
superior to those proposed by Govern
mental Affairs. We have a well-target
ted proposal based on years of experi
ence with Federal science and technol
ogy agencies. Their proposal, while 
seeking to advance similar aims, would 
create unnecessary new bureaucracy 
at the Commerce Department and 
create a large, unfocused, and very ex
pensive organization-the Advanced 
Civilian Technology Agency CACTAJ. 

The Commerce Committee has juris
diction over the technology programs 
of the Department of Commerce. 
Along with the Labor Committee, it 
also has jurisdiction over the Nation's 
principal civilian science agency, the 
National Science Foundation. The 
Commerce Committee has been active
ly involved in technology and innova
tion issues since 1978. Among the re
sulting laws are the Technology Inno
vation Act of 1980, the 1985 engineer
ing amendments to the National Sci
ence Foundation Act, and the Federal 
Technology Transfer Act of 1986. 

Work on this year's technology initi
ative-now incorporated in the trade 
bill-actually began last fall. Three 
days of full committee and Science 
Subcommittee hearings on technology 
needs and options followed. Then on 
April 3 Senator RIEGLE and I intro
duced S. 907, our Technology Competi
tiveness Act, a bill that would 
strengthen existing Commerce Depart
ment technology programs. In particu
lar, it would upgrade the existing Na
tional Bureau of Standards into a Na
tional Institute of Technology, with 
an explicit mission to provide more of 
the research American industry needs 
to improve both general manufactur
ing and the production of new types of 
products. It also would provide well
designed technology extension activi
ties and encourage additional research 
efforts by the private sector. 

Two more days of hearings followed 
introduction, with broad support 
voiced for the legislation. After those 
hearings we held frank and construc
tive discussions with the Department 
of Commerce. They pointed out some 
difficulties with our original bill, par
ticularly regarding some proposed re
organizations and our initial approach 
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to Federal aid to private research. 
Some of their points were good ones, 
and we made adjustments. We also 
persuaded them to accept the key 
parts of the bill. On June 16 the Com
merce Committee voted 20 to O to 
report S. 907 favorably. 

Around the same time, we received 
several unsolicited but much-appreci
ated endorsements. The American So
ciety of Mechanical Engineers wrote 
to each Senator supporting the bill. 
The Engineering Deans Council of the 
American Society of Engineering Edu
cation-the umbrella group for deans 
of American engineering schools
passed a resolution endorsing the con
cepts and purposes of the Technology 
Competitiveness Act. Dr. Robert 
White, president of the National Acad
emy of Engineering, and Dr. Frank 
Press, president of the National Acad
emy of Sciences, wrote to me saying, 
"Strengthening the National Bureau 
of Standards must be a key element of 
any legislation seeking to enhance the 
U.S. industrial technology base." 

In short, the Commerce Committee 
has worked hard on this legislation, 
and we now have a sound bill with a 
broad political consensus behind it. 

By contrast, serious questions con
tinue to be raised about Senator 
GLENN'S alternative approach, which 
he introduced over a month after I in
troduced our bill. To begin with, they 
are highly controversial, both within 
this body and within the administra
tion. When Governmental Affairs held 
2 days of hearings on the bill, both the 
Commerce Department and the Office 
of the U.S. Trade Representative 
strongly opposed the legislation. 

The Glenn bill proposes to add new 
layers of bureaucracy to the Com
merce Department, particularly a new 
Under Secretary for Technology. We 
in the Commerce Committee consid
ered that idea and rejected it; we 
found that the present arrangement, 
in which technology agency heads 
report directly to the Secretary and 
Deputy Secretary, works well. Govern
mental Affairs also proposes the cre
ation of a large and expensive organi
zation-the proposed Advanced Civil
ian Technology Agency CACTAl. The 
price tag for ACTA alone is $480 mil
lion over 3 years, starting in fiscal year 
1989. That is a great deal of money to 
find within the Commerce Depart
ment budget. 

In terms of substance, my colleague 
from Ohio may argue that the Gov
ernmental Affairs proposal and the 
Commerce Committee's titles comple
ment each other. I disagree. At best, 
the proposed ACTA is an alternative 
to the Commerce Committee bill-an 
alternative way to pursue the common 
goal of helping American industry to 
improve manufacturing and the com
mercialization of new scientific discov
eries. However, I argue that it is clear
ly not the better alternative. 

Four hundred and eighty million 
dollars might be an appropriate price 
to pay if we were buying something of 
value, but the proposed ACT A is the 
wrong way to go. By drawing upon an 
expensive Pentagon model, the De
fense Advanced Research Projects 
Agency CDARPAl, the ACTA proposal 
fails to build on existing Commerce 
Department programs or to address 
the specific needs of civilian industry. 

In general, the proposed Advanced 
Civilian Technology Agency is not 
only expensive but also lacks a clear 
philosophy-a clear idea of what it 
wants to accomplish and how it will 
get there. The bill simply says that 
ACT A "shall make grants and enter 
into contracts and cooperative agree
ments with research and development 
organizations in order to support long
term projects" for new civilian tech
nologies and the commercial adapta
tion of such technologies. There is no 
sense of specific needs or major prior
ities or the best mechanism. 

In short, ACTA is an underdevel
oped proposal. It may be well-inten
tioned, but it needs a great deal more 
work before we should consider com
mitting scarce taxpayer dollars to it. 

Mr. President, I can best illustrate 
this point by comparing the main pro
visions of the two plans. 

COMPARISON OF THE TWO APPROACHES 

First, there is the issue of research 
focus. What kinds of research will 
each of the two alternatives empha
size? What kinds should each empha
size, given industry's actual needs? 

ACTA's charter is very vague. The 
report speaks of funding research all 
the way from "idea exploration" to 
"prototype development." Apparently 
it will fund basic research, generic re
search to help industry improve manu
facturing, and perhaps even large
scale demonstration projects. 

However, we found in our Commerce 
Committee work that industry does 
not need expensive, across-the-board 
Federal spending. The United States 
continues to lead the world in basic 
scientific research; that is not our 
weak spot. At the other end of the re
search and development spectrum, in
dustry is the appropriate actor to de
velop new products. But there are 
three distinct problems between basic 
research and product develoment. 

We need additional "generic re
search"-fundamental research which 
gives industry the basic tools and tech
niques it needs to make products reli
able. The most sensible and cost-eff ec
tive way to provide much of that re
search, for both manufacturing and 
the production of new products such 
as advanced ceramics and biotechnol
ogy, is to build upon the existing Na
tional Bureau of Standards [NBS]. 
This is the one Federal laboratory 
with a mission to aid industry, and it 
specializes in working with companies 
to develop quality control techniques 

and advanced production technologies. 
So S. 907 upgrades NBS into a full
fledged National Institute of Technol
ogy, with an even more explicit mis
sion to help industry improve manu
facturing and product commercializa
tion. 

We also need to get Federal exper
tise in these areas out to small and 
medium-sized companies. Large com
panies can afford to send engineers to 
the Bureau of Standards and other 
federally supported research groups. 
Smaller companies cannot. Yet small
er companies, particularly in manufac
turing, face stiff foreign competition 
and need this Federal technology. So 
S. 907 has several well-designed tech
nology extension programs to address 
this very real problem, with an empha
sis on working with the States. 

Next, we face that problem that 
some industries-not all, but some
have been slow to boost their own cor
porate research and to develop new 
basic technologies. The National Coop
erative Research Act of 1984 allows 
American firms to form multicompany 
joint research and development ven
tures-a very powerful way for compa
nies to pool their research dollars and 
improve competitiveness. American 
companies have formed over 60 of 
these research consortia. But not all 
industries have done so. Some older in
dustries have difficulty getting start
ed. At the other extreme, some tech
nologies are so new that companies are 
reluctant to invest in necessary levels 
of research. So the Commerce Com
mittee's bill has an Advanced Technol
ogy Program which would direct the 
Secretary of Commerce to encourage 
additional private sector research-a 
role the Secretary already performs
and in certain cases to provide "seed 
money" to help start research ven
tures. The bill also allows the Secre
tary, in certain cases, to support valua
ble research projects in small business
es. Awards would be similar to those 
made under the existing Small Busi
ness Innovation Research Program, 
but more focused on solving generic 
problems blocking the commercializa
tion of new discoveries. 

In short, the Commerce Committee 
approach focuses new Federal funding 
and activities on three very specific 
needs. ACTA, on the other hand, sug
gests a broad and expensive across
the-board approach. 

Second, there is the issue of program 
organization. As mentioned above, the 
Commerce Committee bill relies on 
using proven approaches to conduct 
research-the National Bureau of 
Standards, extension activities in con
nection with existing State efforts, 
joint research and development ven
tures, and small business awards simi
lar in operation to those made under 
the Small Business Innovation Re
search Program. Funds are targeted 
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to organizations with a proven ability 
to help improve American industrial 
technology. 

The Advanced Civilian Technology 
Agency proposal speaks only of fund
ing "research and development organi
zations." Which kinds of organizations 
will give the taxpayers the best return 
on their investment never becomes 
clear. 

Third, important program details in 
the ACTA proposal remain unclear. 
For example, the Governmental Af
fairs proposal is unclear about cost
sharing requirements; the Commerce 
Committee is explicit about this 
matter. In addition, patent rights 
under their proposal are not clear. 
Does their bill proposal to give all "re
search and development organiza
tions" receiving ACT A grants the 
rights to any inventions developed 
with ACT A funds? The Commerce 
Committee proposal would give such 
rights to recipient groups, but these 
would only be small businesses and 
multicompany research consortia, not 
individual large companies. 

Mr. President, these are important 
issues. In every case, I believe that the 
Commerce Committee proposal is 
better formulated, · more focused on 
specific needs, and a better investment 
of the taxpayer's dollar. 

CONCLUSION 
In conclusion, I want to emphasize 

that I oppose the Governmental Af
fairs proposal. I remain unconvinced 
about the wisdom of trade reorganiza
tion, and I feel certain that the Com
merce Committee's technology propos
al is a better one than the large, unf o
cused Advanced Civilian Technology 
Agency proposed by Governmental Af
fairs. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Also, I ask unanimous consent that 
the attached three letters be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

.AllERICAN SOCIETY FOR 
ENGINEERING EDUCATION, 

Washington, DC, July 8, 1987. 
Hon. ERNEsT F. HOLLINGS, 
Chairman, Committee on Commerce, Sci

ence and Transportation, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On behalf for Engi
neering Deans Council of the American So
ciety for Engineering Education, I would 
like to submit for your consideration the en
closed resolution recently approved by the 
Council expressing its support for S. 907, 
"The Technology Competitiveness Act of 
1987." We greatly appreciate your leader
ship in addressing this issue vital to the na
tion's economic future. 

The Engineering Deans Council of ASEE 
represents the more than 200 deans of engi
neering in the United States. 

As you will see, the engineering deans of 
ASEE strongly support the concepts and 
purposes of the legislation, and support 
maintaining the traditional functions of the 

National Bureau of Standards and a cooper
ative, noncompetitive relationship with the 
National Science Foundation. 
If we can provide you with any technical 

assistance or information as the provisions 
of S. 907 work their way through the Con
gressional process, please feel free to call on 
us. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE E. DIETER, Chairman, 

Engineering Deans Counctl. 
Enclosure. 

RESOLUTION ON "THE TECHNOLOGY 
COJllPEil:tIVENESS ACT OF 1987" 

Whereas, the Engineering Deans Council 
<EDC> of the American Society for Engi
neering Education <ASEE> has been briefed 
on "The Technology Competitiveness Act of 
1987," as proposed in the Senate of the 
United States as S. 907; and 

Whereas, the engineering colleges of the 
United States play a critical role in restora
tion of technological competitiveness and 
economic development, specifically includ
ing the role of manufacturing in that effort; 

Whereas, certain parts of the bill are sup
portive of, and could be supported by, the 
engineering colleges; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the EDC endorses the con
cepts and purposes of The Technology Com
petitiveness Act; and 

That the EDC supports the maintenance 
and strengthening of the functions histori
cally performed by the National Bureau of 
Standards <NBS>; and 

That the EDC supports the Act with the 
understanding of a complementary and on
competing role with the National Science 
Foundation <NSF> and encourages coopera
tive efforts such as those included in the ex
isting Memorandum of Understanding be
tween NSF and NBS: and 

That the EDC offers a technical advisory 
service for further refinement of the bill to 
the end of ensuring the desired outcomes. 

THE .AllERICAN SOCIETY OF 
MECHANICAL ENGINEERS, 

Washington, DC, June 25, 1987. 
Hon. ERNEST F. HOLLINGS, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HOLLINGS: As the Senate 
begins consideration of the Trade and Inter
national Economic Policy Reform Act of 
1987, we would like to bring to your atten
tion one section of the bill which we feel de
serves your consideration. 

This section embodies the content of S. 
907, the "Technology Competitiveness Act 
of 1987," which was passed by the Com
merce, Science and Transportation Commit
tee on June 16, 1987. Briefly, the major pro
visions include: 

1. Upgrading the National Bureau of 
Standards to the National Institute of Tech
nology with the responsibility of supporting 
a greatly expanded research program to im
prove manufacturing technologies. 

2. Initiating regional "Cooperative Centers 
for the Transfer of Research in Manufac
turing." The program would be adminis
tered by the new National Institute of Tech
nology, with costs being shared by Federal 
and state governments and industry. 

3. Providing commercialization assistance 
awards to small business and seed money for 
the formation of multi-company joint re
search ventures. 

4. F.stablishing within the National 
Bureau of Standards an Office of Extension 
Services to provide technical and financial 
assistance to the States to enable them to 
create, improve or expand their technical 

services to small and medium-sized business
es. 

5. F.stablishing within the Department of 
Commerce a Center on State and Local Ini
tiatives on Productivity, Technology and In
novation. The Center's function would be to 
serve as a clearinghouse on the competitive
ness initiatives of state and local govern
ments, university and private sector initia
tives and public-private sector partnerships. 

As a technical society committed to the 
continued strength of the American indus
trial sector, the American Society of Me
chanical Engineers <ASME> strongly en
dorses these initiatives to strengthen the 
National Bureau of Standards. On behalf of 
the 114,000 members of ASME, I would urge 
you to support these initiatives during con
sideration of the omnibus trade bill. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD ROSENBERG, P.E., 

President. 
DANIEL T. KOENIG, 

Vice President, 
Manwacturing Technical Group. 

NATHAN H. HURT, Jr., 
Vice President, 

General Engineering Technical Group. 

NATIONAL ACADEMY OF ScIENCES, 
NATIONAL ACADEKY OF ENGINEERING, 

Washington, DC, June 15, 1987. 
Hon. ERm:sT F. HOLLINGS, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HOLLINGS: We welcome the 
opportunity to comment on your legislation 
S. 907, the Technology Competitiveness Act. 
Our comments relate to Title I with regard 
to the National Bureau of Standards and 
Title IV, Sections 402 and 403, with regard 
to the advisory role of the Academies. 

Strengthening the National Bureau of 
Standards must be a key element of any leg
islation seeking to enhance the U.S. indus
trial technology base. The Bureau is an un
derutilized national resource, a potential 
focal point within government for the kind 
of concentration and refinement of techno
logical know-how and capabilities necessary 
for an effective U.S. response to the global 
competitive challenge. The NBS has a long 
tradition of successful interaction with in
dustry, and possesses the basic structure for 
building within the government the scientif
ic, engineering and technological compo
nents of modern industrial development. 

As you know, the Academies have been 
chartered by the Congress to advise the 
Federal government. We welcome this op
portunity to be of service and, in particular, 
the studies proposed in Sections 402 and 
403. As a private entity, the Academies re
quire flexibility in the composition of the 
panels it establishes to conduct studies. 
Stringent standards are applied to all Acad
emy studies in order to insure the compre
hensiveness, objectivity, and credibility of 
results. Over the years, these standards 
have evolved into a set of procedures for the 
selection of participants in work conducted 
under the Academy auspices. Recognizing 
that the intent of your legislation is to bring 
the highest levels of expertise and a com
prehensive range of viewpoints to bear on 
the studies, and that work undertaken by 
the Academies must be conducted according 
to established procedures, we would respec
tively suggest that the provision affecting 
panel composition be deleted or modified to 
accommodate both these objectives. The 
studies will require no less than 18 months 
to complete from time of contract comple
tion with the designated agency, and the 
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language needs to be modified to reflect this 
requirement. 

We will be happy to discuss such modifica
tions with you should you require that text 
addressing panel membership be included in 
the legislation, or if further consideration of 
the implications of an 18-month time re
quirement is necessary. 

Yours sincerely, 
F'RANK PR.Ess, 

President. 
National Academy of Sciences. 

ROBERT M. WHITE, 
President. 

National Academy of Engineering. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I ask for the yeas 
and nays on the amendment. 

I withdraw that. 
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I rise in 

support of title XXXVII of S. 1420-
the reorganization of the Commerce 
Department's industry and technology 
functions. I would especially single out 
the new Advanced Civilian Technology 
Agency-or ACTA-for praise. It is the 
centerpiece of a fine effort to 
strengthen our industrial and techno
logical foundations. 

A fact that we must face-and title 
XXXVII of S. 1420 does face it-is 
that we in Government have not paid 
enough attention to industry and tech
nology. 

In a hearing before the Senate 
Budget Committee, the Dr. Lester 
Thurow expanded on this theme. He 
said that if the President offered 
someone the choice between becoming 
Secretary of Treasury or Secretary of 
Commerce, there would be no contest. 

But, and I quote, "if you were in 
Japan, and the Prime Minister offered 
you the job of Minister of Industry 
and Trade or Ministry of Finance, you 
would take Industry and Trade-it is 
the more powerful job." 

Dr. Thurow raises an important 
point. The present organization of the 
Commerce Department scatters offices 
dealing with industry and technology 
among offices specializing in subjects 
like economic analysis or trade admin
istration. No one Department, no one 
group of administrators, no one person 
is responsible for overseeing and co
ordinating our industry and technolo
gy efforts. It is no wonder Govern
ment officials don't take industry and 
technology policy as seriously as they 
do in Japan. 

S. 1420 will do something to change 
this state of affairs. Title XXXVII 
places all of Commerce's industrial 
promotion functions-both interna
tional and domestic efforts-under an 
Under Secretary of Industry. We in 
Congress will have one man we can 
hold accountable for our efforts to 
capture markets abroad and win back 
markets at home. 

Commerce's technology functions
including the National Bureau of 
Standards and the new Advanced Ci
vilian Technology Agency-are 

grouped under an Under Secretary of 
Technology. This amounts to more 
than the reshuffling of a few "boxes" 
on the Commerce Department's orga
nizational chart. It is a commitment to 
a focused, coordinated, and effective 
technology program. 

The centerpiece of this program is 
the new Advanced Civilian Technology 
Agency-or ACTA. ACTA is an office 
designed to spearhead a long-range na
tional effort in advanced technology 
development and application. It uses 
mechanisms we have all heard about
matching grants, cooperative agree
ments-to fund the sort of high risk, 
commercial research we've all been 
clamoring for. 

ACT A is not about industrial policy 
and it is not about picking winners and 
losers. It is focused on technology
not industry. It is designed to stimu
late the sort of commercial research 
and development from which indus
tries of all sorts will profit. 

Now is the time to institute this sort 
of program. The Japanese already 
have a "key technologies" program 
which they are funding at $250 million 
a year. 

While we sit here and debate wheth
er we should adopt a similar-but 
smaller-program, the Japanese equiv
alent of ACTA is funding projects in 
areas such as superconductivity, opto
electronics, biotechnology, untra-large 
scale integrated chip production, com
puter architecture, surface science, 
medical electronics, genetic engineer
ing, and advanced materials. 

Our industries cannot be expected to 
respond on their own to this challenge 
from a powerful State-industry part
nership. Especially not while market 
forces are acting to reduce real R&D 
spending. 

Increased merger activity among our 
industrial leaders has led to consoli
dated R&D budgets in the private 
sector. Decreases in R&D spending 
have been reported by companies such 
as Phillips Petroleum, Crown Zeller
bach, AMF, Uniroyal, Gulf, and RCA. 

Change is never easy. Roy H. Pol
lock, a retired vice-president for tech
nology with RCA, says of public and 
private efforts to restore our lost com
petitiveness: "With the exception of 
the Civil War, it is doubtful that 
America has ever faced such an awe
some trauma." 

Mr. Pollock continues: "But the al
ternative is to accept continuing eco
nomic decline and the end of Ameri
ca's greatness." 

I hope you will agree with me that 
this is a powerful argument for focus
ing our old industry and technology 
programs and initiating innovative 
new ones. That is exactly what title 
XXXVII does, and I urge you to sup
port it by voting against the amend
ment to strike. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, re
storing America's international com-

petitiveness is a challenge which must 
be met on many fronts. Part of that 
challenge involves trade policy. But 
part of it also means helping provide 
American industry with the necessary 
wherewithal to move boldly-competi
tively-into the future. 

The Governmental Affairs Commit
tee unanimously approved a proposal 
drawn up by Senator GLENN which ad
dresses these two concerns. 

As contained within the trade bill, 
the committee reorganization legisla
tion would strengthen the Federal 
Government's trade policymaking 
structure; and also, reinforce research 
and development of advanced technol
ogy on which the Nation's competitive 
edge depends. 

The legislation will ensure that 
international trade and technological 
competitiveness will exist as a sus
tained, concentrated, high priority 
concern of the Federal Government. 

Besides creating a separate U.S. 
Trade Administration, the legislation 
reorganizes the Department of Com
merce into a Department of Industry 
and Technology. It will join the tech
nology development assistance with 
both domestic and international com
mercial promotion activities. Within 
the Department, a new Advanced Ci
vilian Technology Agency CACTAl will 
work closely with industry groups to 
stimulate development of new technol
ogies with commercial applications. 

The trade consolidation in the legis
lation is critically important. The 
Commerce Department's four existing 
trade offices today serve two masters: 
The Secretary of Commerce, and the 
U.S. Trade Representative. The Glenn 
reorganization will more clearly delin
eate responsibilities. The new Depart
ment of Industry and Technology will 
focus on commercial promotion-both 
at home and abroad. The new U.S. 
Trade Administration will handle 
trade enforcement, intelligence and 
negotiation. 

Although trade enforcement func
tions will be located within USTA, 
they will be inside a statutorily inde
pendent office-so as to insulate trade 
law enforcement from ongoing negoti
ations. 

USTA will be an independent 
agency. Its head will be the U.S. Trade 
Representative, who will retain sepa
rate Cabinet-level status and Ambassa
dor raiik. This consolidation will 
strengthen American trading policy in 
the eyes of our trade rivals. 

Within the new Department of In
dustry and Technology, ACTA also is 
an essential part of moving the Nation 
forward into the future. It addresses a 
dimension of the competitiveness 
problem which too often is ignored or 
neglected. 

From a broad, national perspective, 
American companies are not moving 
fast enough to transform scientific re-
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search into commercial applications. 
There are various reasons. Chief 
among them are the high risks in
volved and the lack of immediate fi
nancial incentives. 

It is an appropriate role of the Fed
eral Government to share some of the 
risk, and alleviate any short-term fi
nancial disincentives. 

The Federal role through ACT A will 
represent an investment for the 
future. It is a public investment. It is 
an investment necessary for keeping 
the United States competitive on the 
"cutting edge .. of technology. 

It is the kind of investment which 
can make the difference between 
being a dynamic first-class economic 
power within the world economy. or 
simply sliding into second- or third
class status. 

The Federal Government also will 
recover its cost-share from profits 
achieved by ACTA-sponsored projects. 
It is a prudent investment. With a pru
dent opportunity for return. 

ACTA-sponsored projects will range 
from idea exploration to prototype de
velopment, leading to commercializa
tion by private industry. 

ACTA will not constitute an "indus
trial policy," whereby the Federal 
Government will seek to pick "winners 
and losers" among industries. ACTA 
will not make marketplace choices. It 
will not substitute bureaucratic gov
ernment decisions for private sector 
initiatives. 

Initiative will remain with the pri
vate sector. The ACTA Advisory Board 
will consist of 21 representatives of 
representing various interests: manu
facturing, advanced technology, tech
nology-related services, transporta
tion. telecommunications. energy, 
medicine, and small. medium, and 
large firms. 

At least two-thirds of the ACT A 
Board members will be from industry 
directly; the rest from academia. gov
ernment, or the nonprofit sector. 

ACT A is an essential part of a com
prehensive trade and competitiveness 
strategy. It is a modest proposal. But 
there is a critical need for it. And the 
stakes for the future of the United 
States are great. 

The Government Affairs Committee 
reorganization legislation is the prod
uct of an extensive series of hearings. 
It has received broad support: Includ
ing from former USTR Robert 
Strauss; William L. Lilley III. presi
dent of the American Business Confer
ence; Dr. Robert Noyce. vice president 
of Intel Corporation; Dr. Arden 
Bement Jr .• vice president of Technol
ogy for TRW, Inc.; Dr. Jordan Baruch, 
former Assistant Secretary of Com
merce for Science and Technology; 
and Gary Horlick, former Deputy As
sistant Secretary of Commerce for 
Import Administration. 

Throughout the hearings, the mes
sage was clear: Reorganization of the 

status quo is needed. The present 
system is not adequate. We can-and 
must-do better. 

Interestingly enough, support for re
organization as a general proposition 
is easy. The hard part is in specifics. 
As soon as specifics are proposed, 
there is a tendency for generalized 
support to slink off stage, while specif
ic opposition arises. It is a natural 
tendency. There is always an en
trenched, bureaucratic status quo to 
generate specific opposition. It is 
much harder to get anyone to stand 
up and speak in support of something 
for which there is no entrenched 
status quo: That is, simply. a better 
idea. 

Nonetheless, broad support exists 
for the reorganization. I congratulate 
Senator GLENN, as chairman of the 
Government Affairs Committee. for 
his leadership in sitting down and 
doing the hard work of coming up 
with specifics. 

The Glenn reorganization plan was 
approved unanimously by the Govern
ment Affairs Committee. 

I am a member of the committee. I 
voted for the reorganization. In the 
context of strengthening the Federal 
Government's overall trade policy, the 
reorganization is as important and in
tegral to the whole as any of the parts 
of the omnibus trade bill approved by 
the Senate Finance Committee, of 
which I also am a member. 

The reorganization helps to achieve 
all the other goals which the other 
parts of the trade bill address. It is a 
centralizing, unifying thrust to legisla
tion which is essential to the future of 
the Nation. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I rise to 
state my firm objection to the Hol
lings amendment to strike the Com
mittee on Governmental Affairs por
tion-particularly the technological 
concerns-of this omnibus trade bill. 

During the past 2 weeks of debate on 
this trade bill, we have repeatedly 
heard that America is losing her tech
nological edge, that our industries are 
no longer able to compete worldwide. 

The need for improvement in Ameri
ca's technology base is clear. 

Unfortunately, it has become widely 
accepted that America · is losing some 
of her competitive edge. While it is 
often easy to blame foreign nations for 
our decline, we must accept the fact 
that U.S. productivity growth, expend
itures for technological research and 
development, and investment in new 
plant and equipment lag far behind 
those of our principal competitors. 

Furthermore, the United States does 
not have a single national policy for 
the development and application of 
technology. While there are various 
policies and programs in place which 
affect technological advance, the ap
proach has been ad hoc and loosely co
ordinated. 

In the United States. the public and 
private sectors each fund about half 
the R&D endeavor while in Japan in
dustry provides almost two-thirds of 
the total funding. In addition 98 per
cent of funding for industrial R&D in 
Japan is generated by industry com
pared to only 68 percent in this coun
try. 

Thus, much of the technology-relat
ed work performed within the United 
States is responsive to Federal needs
such as defense-rather than those of 
the civilian marketplace. 

One of the most far-reaching compo
nents of this omnibus trade bill calls 
for the creation of Advanced Civilian 
Technology Agency CACTAl. 

While I appreciate the concerns over 
the cost expressed by some of my dis
tinguished colleagues, we should not 
lose sight of the basic intent of this 
provision of the trade bill. 

ACTA would be a commercial coun
terpart to the Defense Advanced Re
search Projects Agency CDARPAl. 
DARPA, created in 1958 in response to 
the Soviet launching of sputnik, quick
ly became known as "a Manhattan 
project for space... Its successful mis
sion has been to pursue high risk, high 
impact research and development. 

Inasmuch as the pursuit of excel
lence in space exploration became a 
battlecry some 20 years ago, the call 
for excellence in this Nation's techno
logical workplace should be our mis
sion today. 

The Advanced Civilian Technology 
Agency CACTAl program could pro
vide an answer. ACTA would encom
pass the entire range of technological 
development and application, from 
idea exploration to prototype develop
ment, leading to commercialization by 
private industry. 

It would, as Dr. Robert Kahn. presi
dent for National Research Initiatives 
stated in testimony before the Govern
mental Affairs Committee on June 9, 
"contribute to our economic growth 
and stimulate industry to carry out 
long range technological investments.•• 

And unlike proposals for "industrial 
policy ... ACTA will not be in the busi
ness of substituting decisions by Gov
ernment agencies for decisions better 
made by private industry. 

Regarding the cost estimate for the 
Agency, among the technical experts 
who testified in June before the Gov
ernmental Affairs Committee. not one 
believed the Federal Government's 
share would be too high. In fact. many 
thought it too low. 

Further. this new agency could 
prove to be a self-sustaining effort. 
Contained in the language of this bill 
is a provision allowing the Govern
ment to recover its cost-share from 
profitable projects. 

The Advanced Civilian Technology 
Agency is a deserving item in this om
nibus trade bill which deserves our 
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support. I urge Members of this 
body-like the members of the Gov
ernment Affairs Committee-to sup
port the concern for technological im
provement in the United States and to 
oppose this amendment to strike this 
vital program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio. 

The Senator has 45 seconds remain
ing. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, Mr. 
Branscomb who was ref erred to earlier 
also endorsed the position of the Gov
ernmental Affairs Committee and 
points out one thing. That is, that the 
proposals of the Commerce Committee 
and the Governmental Affairs Com
mittee are not in conflict. 

They are basically complementary, 
and I think we should be doing both of 
them. I do not think we should be 
taking up one or the other. I think it 
should be both of them. They would 
be complementary to each other. I still 
say that I would like to make the pro
posals to withhold the trade reorgani
zation from the bill. I would like to 
reduce ACT A to funding of $80 million 
over a 2-year period and that would be 
$30 million in fiscal year 1989, $50 mil
lion in fiscal year 1990. That would 
take care of the major objections that 
I have heard to the bill. Those are the 
main things we would like to change 
on this so we could get more support 
for it and establish ACTA, which we 
think is a very fundamental part of 
this. 

The National Academy of Sciences 
and the National Academy of Engi
neering, Dr. Frank Press and Dr. 
Robert White, I might add, said in a 
letter to me that: 

The Academies support the general thrust 
of your bill to strengthen the Commerce 
Dapartment so that it can become a strong
er institution for advancing the technologi
cal capabilities of the Nation as a means of 
increasing the competitiveness of U.S. in
dustry. 

That is exactly what we are trying to 
do. 

How much time do I have remain
ing? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 4 seconds left. 

Mr. GLENN. About all I can do is 
say hello in 4 seconds. We still oppose 
the Hollings amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Ohio has ex
pired. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I ask for the yeas 
and nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

AMENDMENT NO. 498 

(Purpose: To delete provisions relating to 
the reorganization of trade functions and 
to reduce the authorization of appropria
tions for the Advanced Civilian Technolo
gy Agency> 
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk a perfecting amendment to 
the language to be struck by the Hol-
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lings amendment and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. First, 
is there a sufficient second on the yeas 
and nays? 

There does not appear to be a suffi
cient second. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Do we want to have 
a voice vote or do I have it? 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I sent to 
the desk a perfecting amendment, per
fecting the language to be struck by 
the Hollings amendment. I ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment and 
then the Chair will consider it. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Parliamentary in
quiry, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thought we had a 
unanimous-consent agreement-- · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Prior 
to that, if the Senator will suspend, 
the Chair had ordered that the 
amendment be read. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Very good. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. And 

then the Chair will recognize the Sen
ator from South Carolina for a parlia
mentary inquiry. The clerk will report 
the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Ohio CMr. GLENN] pro

poses an amendment numbered 498. 
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that we dispense 
with reading of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Is there objection to 
dispensing with reading of the amend
ment? Without objection, the reading 
of the amendment is dispensed with. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 788, beginning with line 19, strike 

out through line 19 on page 838 and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 3725. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

To carry out this part, there are author
ized to be appropriated $30,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1989, $50,000,000 for fiscal year 1990, 
and such sums as may be necessary for 
fiscal year 1991. 

PART IV-TRANSFERS TO THE 
DEPARTMENT 

SEC. 3731. TRANSFERS FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE. 

There are transferred to the Secretary-
< 1) all functions of the Secretary of Com

merce; 
<2> all functions of the Department of 

Commerce; and 
(3) all functions of, and all functions per

formed under the direction of, all officers 
and employees of the Department of Com
merce. 
SEC. 3732. TRANSFER FROM THE UNITED STATES 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION. 
There are transferred to the Secretary all 

functions of the Trade Remedy Assistance 
Office of the United States International 
Trade Commission. · 

PART V-ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

SEC. 3741. PERSONNEL PROVISIONS. 
<a> APPOINTMENTS.-The Secretary may 

appoint and fix the compensation of such 
officers and employees, including investiga
tors, attorneys, and administrative law 
Judges, as may be necessary to carry out the 
functions of the Secretary and the Depart
ment. Except as otherwise provided by law, 
such officers and employees shall be ap
pointed in accordance with the civil service 
laws and their compensation fixed in ac
cordance with title 5, United States Code. 

(b) SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE.-
( 1> At the request of the Secretary, the 

Director of the Office of Personnel Manage
ment shall, under section 5108 of title 5, 
United States Code, provide for the estab
lishment in each of the grade levels GS-16, 
GS-17, and GS-18, and in the Senior Execu
tive Service, of a number of positions in the 
Department equal to the number of posi
tions in that grade level-which were used 
primarily for the performance of functions 
transferred by this subtitle and which were 
assigned and filled on the day before the ef
fective date of this title. 

<2> Appointments to positions provided for 
under this subsection may be made without 
regard to the provisions of section 3324 of 
title 5, United States Code, if the individual 
appointed in such position is an individual 
who is transferred in connection with the 
transfer of functions and offices under this 
subtitle and, on the day before the effective 
date of this title, holds a position and has 
duties comparable to those of the position 
to which appointed under this subsection. 

(3) The authority under this subsection 
with respect to any position established at 
the grade level GS-16, GS-17, or GS-18 
shall terminate when the person first ap
pointed to fill such position ceases to hold 
such position. 

<4> For purposes of section 414<a><3><A> of 
the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978, an in
dividual appointed under this subsection 
shall be deemed to occupy the same position 
as the individual occupied on the day before 
the effective date of this title. 

(C) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.-The Sec
retary may obtain the services of experts 
and consultants in accordance with section 
3109 of title 5, United States Code, and com
pensate such experts and consultants for 
each day <including traveltime> at rates not 
in excess of the rate of pay for grade GS-18 
of the General Schedule under section 5332 
of such title. The Secretary may pay ex
perts and consultants who are serving away 
from their homes or regular place of busi
ness travel expenses and per diem in lieu of 
subsistence at rates authorized by sections 
5702 and 5703 of such title for persons in 
Government service employed intermittent
ly. 

(d) VOLUNTEER SERVICE.-
(1 ><A> The Secretary is authorized to 

accept voluntary and uncompensated serv
ices without regard to the provisions of sec
tion 1342 of title 31, United States Code, if 
such services will not be used to displace 
Federal employees employed on a full-time, 
part-time, or seasonal basis. 

<B> The Secretary is authorized to accept 
volunteer service in accordance with the 
provisions of section 3111 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

<2> The Secretary is authorized to provide 
for incidental expenses, including but not 
limited to transportation, lodging, and sub
sistence for individuals who provide volun-
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tary services under subparagraph <A> or <B> 
of paragraph < 1>. 

(3) An individual who provides voluntary 
services under paragraph <l><A> shall not be 
considered a Federal employee for any pur
pose other than for purposes of chapter 81 
of title 5, United States Code, relating to 
compensation for work injuries, and chapter 
171 of title 28, United States Code, relating 
to tort claims. 
SEC. 3742. DELEGATION AND ASSIGNMENT. 

Except where otherwise expressly prohib
ited by law or otherwise provided by this 
subtitle, the Secretary may delegate any of 
the functions transferred to the Secretary 
by this subtitle and any function trans
ferred or granted to the Secretary after the 
effective date of this subtitle to such offi
cers and employees of the Department as 
the Secretary may designate, and may au
thorize successive redelegations of such 
functions as may be necessary or appropri
ate. No delegation of functions by the Secre
tary under this section or under any other 
provision of this subtitle shall relieve the 
Secretary of responsibility for the adminis
tration of such functions. 
SEC. 3743. SUCCESSION. 

<a> IN OENERAL.-SubJect to the authority 
of the President, and except as provided in 
section 3712(b), the Secretary shall pre
scribe the order by which officers of the De
partment who are appointed by the Presi
dent, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate, shall act for, and perform the 
functions of, the Secretary or any other of
ficer of the Department appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and con
sent of the Senate, during the absence or 
disability of the Secretary or such other of
ficer, or in the event of a vacancy in the 
office of the Secretary or such other officer. 

Cb) PERIOD OF SERVICE.-Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, and unless the 
President directs otherwise, an individual 
acting for the Secretary or another officer 
of the Department pursuant to subsection 
<a> shall continue to serve in that capacity 
until the absence or disability of the Secre-

. tary or such other officer no longer exists or 
a successor to the Secretary or such other 
officer has been appointed by the President 
and confirmed by the Senate. 
SEC. 374'. REORGANIZATION. 

<a> IN OENERAL.-Except as provided in 
subsection <b>, the Secretary is authorized 
to allocate or reallocate functions among 
the officers of the Department, and to es
tablish, consolidate, alter, or discontinue 
such organizational entities in the Depart
ment as may be necessary or appropriate. 

(b) EXCEPTION.-The authority of the Sec
retary under subsection <a> does not apply 
to any office established in the Department 
by this subtitle or any other function which 
this subtitle specifies shall be performed by 
a particular officer or employee of the De
partment. 
SEC. 37,6. RULES. 

The Secretary is authorized to prescribe, 
in accordance with the provisions of chap
ters 5 and 6 of title 5, United States Code, 
such rules and regulations as the Secretary 
determines necessary or appropriate to ad
mlnister and manage the functions of the 
Secretary or the Department. 
SEC. 37'6. WORKING CAPITAL FUND. 

<a> EsTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary is au
thorized to establish for the Department a 
working capital fund, to be available with
out fiscal year limitation, for expenses nec
essary for the maintenance and operation of 
such common administrative services as the 

Secretary shall find to be desirable in the 
interest of economy and efficiency, includ
ing-

<1> a central supply service for stationery 
and other supplies and equipment for which 
adequate stocks may be maintained to meet 
in whole or in part the requirements of the 
Department and its components; 

<2> central messenger, mail, and telephone 
service and other communications services; 

<3> office space, central services for docu
ment reproduction and for graphics and 
visual aids; 

<4> a central library service; and 
C5) such other services as may be approved 

by the Director of the Office of Manage
ment and Budget. 

<b> CAPITAL.-The capital of the fund shall 
consist of any appropriations made for the 
purpose of providing working capital and 
the fair and reasonable value of such stocks 
of supplies, equipment, and other assets and 
inventories on order as the Secretary may 
transfer to the fund, less the related liabil
ities and unpaid obligations. The fund shall 
be reimbursed in advance from available 
funds of agencies and offices in the Depart
ment, or from other sources, for supplies 
and services at rates which w1ll approximate 
the expense of operation, including the ac
crual of annual leave and the depreciation 
of equipment. The fund shall also be cred
ited with receipts from sale or exchange of 
property and receipts in payment for loss or 
damage to property owned by the fund. 
There shall be covered into the United 
States Treasury as miscellaneous receipts 
any surplus of the fund <all assets, liabil
ities, and prior losses considered) above the 
amounts transferred or appropriated to es
tablish and maintain the fund. There shall 
be transferred to the fund the stocks of sup
plies, equipment, other assets, liabilities, 
and unpaid obligations relating to those 
services which the Secretary determines will 
be performed. 
SEC. 37•7. CONTRACTS, GRANTS, AND COOPERATIVE 

AGREEMENTS. 

<a> AUTHORITY.-SubJect to the provisions 
of the Federal Property and Admlnistrative 
Services Act of 1949, the Secretary may 
make, enter into, and perform such con
tracts, leases, cooperative agreements, 
grants, or other similar transactions with 
public agencies, private organizations, and 
persons, and make payments <In lump sum 
or installments, and by way of advance or 
reimbursement, and, in the case of any 
grant, with necessary adjustments on ac
count of overpayments and underpayments> 
as the Secretary considers necessary or ap
propriate to carry out the functions of the 
Secretary or the Department. 

(b) LnlITATION.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this subtitle, the author
ity to enter into contracts or to make pay
ments under this subtitle shall be effective 
only to such extent or in such amounts as 
are provided in advance in appropriation 
Acts. This subsection does not apply with 
respect to the authority granted under sec
tion 3751. 
SEC. 37•8. PUBLICATIONS. 

Subject to such procedures of the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget 
may prescribe, the Secretary may dissemi
nate in the form of reports or publications 
such information as the Secretary considers 
appropriate. 
SEC. 37'9. USE OF FACILffiES. 

(a) USE BY SECRETARY.-With their con
sent, the Secretary, with or without reim
bursement, may use the research, services, 
equipment, and facilities of-

<1 > an individual; 
<2> any public or private nonprofit agency 

or organization, including any agency or in
strumentality of the United States or of any 
State, the District of Columbia, the Com
monwealth of Puerto Rico, or any territory 
or possession of the United States; 

<3> any political subdivision of any State, 
the District of Columbia, the Common
wealth of Puerto Rico, or any territory or 
possession of the United States; or 

< 4) any foreign government, 
in carrytng out any function of the Secre
tary or the Department. 

<b> USE BY Orm:Rs.-The Secretary, under 
terms, at rates, and for periods that the Sec
retary considers to be in the public interest, 
may permit the use by public and private 
agencies, corporations, associations or other 
organizations, or by individuals, of any real 
property, or any facility, structure or other 
improvement thereon, under the custody of 
the Secretary. The Secretary may require 
permittees under this section to maintain or 
recondition, at their own expense, the real 
property, facilities, structures, and improve
ments used by such permittees. 
SEc. 3760. FIELD OFFICES. 

The Secretary may establish, alter, consol
idate, maintain, or discontinue Sta.te, re
gional, district, local, or other field offices 
as the Secretary finds necessary or appro. 
priate to perform any function of the Secra
tary or the Department. 
SEC. 3761. GD'TS AND BEQUESTS. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.-The Secretary is 
authorized to accept, hold, administer, and 
utilize gifts and bequests of property, both 
real and personal, for the purpose of aiding 
or facilitating the work of the Department. 
Gifts and bequests of money and the pro
ceeds from sales of other property received 
as gifts or bequests shall be deposited in the 
United States Treasury in a separate fund 
and shall be disbursed on order of the Secre
tary. Property accepted pursuant to this 
paragraph, and the proceeds thereof, shall 
be used as nearly as possible in accordance 
with the terms of the gift or bequest . 

Cb) TAX STATUS.-For the purpose of Fed
eral income, estate, and gift taxes, and State 
taxes, property accepted under subsection 
<a> shall be considered a gift or bequest to 
or for use of the United States. 

<c> l:NVESTllENTS.-Upon the request of the 
Secretary, the Secretary of the Treasury 
may invest and reinvest in securities of the 
United States or in securities guaranteed as 
to principal and interest by the United 
States any moneys contained in the fund 
provided for in subsection <a>. Income accru
ing from such securities, and from any 
other property held by the Secretary pursu
ant to subsection <a>, shall be deposited to 
the credit of the fund, and shall be dis
bursed upon order of the Secretary. 
SEC. 3752. SEAL OF DEPARTMENT. 

The Secretary shall cause a seal of office 
to be made for the Department of such 
design as the Secretary shall approve. Judi
cial notice shall be taken of such seal. 
SEc. 3763. ANNUAL REPORT. 

The Secretary shall, as soon as practicable 
after the end of each fiscal year, prepare 
and transmit a written report to the Presi
dent for transmission to the Congress on 
the activities of the Department during 
such fiscal year. 
SEc. 376'. AMENDMENTS. 

<a> ORDER OF SUCCESSION.-Section 
19<d><l> of title 3, United States Code, is 
amended by strik.tng out "Secretary of Com-
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merce," and inserting in lieu thereof "Secre
tary of Industry and Technology,". 

(b) DErnuTION or ExEcuTivE DEPART
llENT.-Section 101 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out the item 
relating to the Department of Commerce 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

"The Department of Industry and Tech
nology.". 

(C) SALARY or SBCUTARY.--Section 5312 of 
such title is amended-

< 1 > by striking out the item relating to the 
Secretary of Commerce; and 

<2> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing: 

.. Secretary of Industry and Technology.". 
<d> OrncIALS AT LzvEL II.--Section 5313 of 

title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 

"Deputy Secretary, Department of Indus
try and Technology. 

"Under Secretary of Industry and Tech
nology for Industry. 

"Under Secretary of Industry and Tech
nology for Technology.''. 

(e) OrncIALS AT LzvEL III.--Section 5314 
of such title is amended-

< 1> by striking out the item relating to the 
Under Secretary of Commerce, the Under 
Secretary of Commerce for Economic Af
fairs, and the Under Secretary of Commerce 
for Travel and Tourism; 

<2> by striking out the item relating to the 
Under Secretary of Commerce for Oceans 
and Atmosphere; 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing: 

"Under Secretary of Industry and Tech
nology for Export Administration. 

"Under Secretary of Industry and Tech
nology for Oceans and Atmosphere, who 
shall serve as Administrator of the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 

"Under Secretary of Industry and Tech
nology for Travel and Tourism. 

"Director of the Office of Economic Anal
ysis, Department of Industry and Technolo
gy. 

"Director of the Office of Trade Develop
ment, Department of Industry and Technol
ogy. 

"Director General of the United States 
and Foreign Commercial Service, Depart
ment of Industry and Technology. 

"Administrator of the Advanced Civilian 
Technology Agency, Department of Indus
try and Technology. 

"Director of the National Bureau of 
Standards, Department of Industry and 
Technology.". 

(f) OFFICIALS AT LEvEL IV.-Section 5315 of 
such title is amended-

< 1 > by striking out the item relating to the 
Assistant Secretaries of Commerce; 

<2> by striking out the item relating to the 
General Counsel of the Department of 
Commerce; 

<3> by striking out the item relating to the 
Assistant Secretary of Commerce for 
Oceans and Atmosphere; 

<4> by striking out the item relating to the 
Director of the National Bureau of Stand
ards of the Department of Commerce; 

<5> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing: 

"Assistant Secretary of Industry and 
Technology for Economic Development. 

"Assistant Secretary of Industry and 
Technology for Technology Information. 

"Assistant Secretary of Industry and 
Technology for Communications and Infor
mation. 

".A8sistant Secretary of Industry and 
Technology for Oceans and Atmosphere, 

who shall serve as Deputy Administrator of 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad
ministration. 

"Additional Assistant Secretaries of Indus
try and Technology <2>. 

"Commissioner of Patents and Trade
marks, Department of Industry and Tech
nology. 

"General Counsel, Department of Indus
try and Technology. 

"Inspector General, Department of Indus
try and Technology.''. 

<g> OrnCIALS AT LEvEL V.-Section 5316 of 
such title is amended-

< 1 > by striking out the item relating to the 
Commissioner of Patents, Department of 
Commerce; 

<2> by striking out the item relating to the 
Director of the Bureau of the Census, De
partment of Commerce; 

<3> by striking out the item relating to the 
National Export Expansion Coordinator, 
Department of Commerce; 

C4) by striking out the item relating to the 
Director, United States Travel Service, De
partment of Commerce; 

C5> by striking out the item relating to the 
Inspector General, Department of Com
merce; 

C6> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing: 

"Director of the Bureau of the Census, 
Department of Industry and Technology. 

"Director of Small Business Trade 
Remedy Assistance, Department of Industry 
and Technology. 

"Director of the Office of International 
Technology Monitoring, Department of In
dustry and Technology.". 

Ch) INSPECTOR GENERAL.-The Inspector 
General Act of 1978 is amended-

( 1) by striking out "the Department of 
Commerce," in section 2Cl>; 

C2> by inserting "the Department of In
dustry and Technology,'' after "Urban De
velopment," in such section; 

C3> by striking out subparagraph <B> of 
section 9Ca>C 1>; 

C4> by redesignating subparagraphs <C> 
through CE> of such section as subpara
graphs <B> through <D>, respectively; 

C5) by inserting before subparagraph <F> 
of such section the following: 

"CE> of the Department of Industry and 
Technology, all functions of the Inspector 
General of the Department of Commerce 
and the Office of the Inspector General of 
the Department of Commerce relating to 
the functions transferred to the Secretary 
of Industry and Technology by section 3731 
of the Economic Competitiveness, Inte~a
tional Trade, and Technology Development 
Act of 1987;"; 

<6> by striking out "Commerce," each 
place it appears in section 11; and 

C7> by inserting "Industry and Technolo
gy," after "Urban Development," each place 
it appears in such section. 
SEC. 3755. REPEALS. 

Ca) TERKINATION or DEPARTMENT or Co:M
llERCE.-

C 1) The first section of the Act entitled 
"An Act to establish the Department of 
Commerce and Labor", approved February 
14, 1903 <15 U.S.C. 1501), is repealed. 

C2> The first section of the Act entitled 
"An Act to create a Department of Labor", 
approved March 4, 1913 <15 U.S.C. 1501>, is 
amended by striking out beginning with 
"and the Department of Commerce and 
Labor" through "accordingly". 

Cb) TERKINATION or UBDER SECRETARY OF 
ColOIERCE.-Subsection <a> of the first sec
tion of the Act entitled "An Act to author-

ize an Under Secretary of Commerce for 
Economic Affairs", approved June 16, 1982 
C96 Stat. 115; 15 U.S.C. 1503a>, is repealed. 

Cc> TERKINATION or AsSISTANT SBCUTARY 
or COIOIERCE.-The Act entitled "An Act to 
provide for the appointment of one addi
tional Assistant Secretary of Commerce, 
and for other purposes", approved July 15, 
1947 C15 U.S.C. 1505>, is repealed. 

<d> ColO'OB.llING Alolm11ENT.-The first 
sentence of section 304 of the Department 
of Commerce Appropriation Act, 1955 C 15 
U.S.C. 1506>, is repealed. 

(e) TmlKINATION or AssISTANT SBCUTARY 
or COIOIERCE.-The Act entitled "An Act to 
authorize an additional Assistant Secretary 
of Commerce", approved February 16, 1962 
C15 U.S.C. 1507), is repealed. 

Cf) Coxroumm Al1ERD11ENT.-Subsection 
Ca> of section 9 of the Maritime Appropria
tion Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1978 
C15 U.S.C. 1507b), is repealed. 

Cg) TmlKINATIOlf or SOLICITOR.-
C 1> The first section of the Act of March 

18, 1904 C33 Stat. 135, chapter 716; 15 U.S.C. 
1508>, is amended by striking out the para
graph relating to the Office of the Solicitor 
of the Department of Commerce and Labor. 

(2) Section 2 of the Act of July 17, 1952 
C66 Stat. 758, chapter 932; 15 U.S.C. 1508), is 
repealed. 

Ch) OTHER Tl:cHN'ICAL AllERDMENTS.-
C 1> Sections 4 and 12 of the Act entitled 

"An Act to Establish the Department of 
Commerce and Labor", approved February 
14, 1903 <15 U.S.C. 1511), are repealed. 

C2> The first section of the Act of August 
23, 1912 C37 Stat. 407, chapter 350; 15 u.s.c. 
1511), is amended by striking out the para
graph relating to the Bureau of Foreign and 
Domestic Commerce. 

C3) The first section of the Act of January 
5, 1923 <42 Stat. 1109, chapter 23; 15 U.S.C. 
1511>. is repealed. 

C 4> The first section of the Act of May 27, 
1936 C49 Stat. 1380, chapter 463; 15 U.S.C. 
1511), is repealed. 

(i) CONFORMING Alo:NDMENT.-Section 8 of 
the Act entitled "An Act to establish the 
Department of Commerce and Labor", ap
proved February 14, 1903 <15 u.s.c. 1519), is 
repealed. 

Cj) TERKIHATION or WORKING CAPITAL 
Fulm.-Title III of the Act entitled "An Act 
making appropriations for the Departments 
of State, Justice, and Commerce for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1945, and for 
other purposes", approved June 28, 1944 <15 
U.S.C. 1521), is amended by striking out the 
paragraph relating to the working capital 
fund of the Department of Commerce. 

Ck) CONFORMING AllERDMENT.-Sections 1, 
2, and 3 of Public Law 88-611 (15 U.S.C. 
1522, 1523, and 1524> are repealed. 

Subtitle B-Economic Policy Council 

SEC. 3785. ESTABLISHMENT. 
(a) ESTABLISHKENT.-The President shall 

establish in the Executive Office of the 
President a council to be known as the Eco
nomic Polley Council <hereafter referred to 
in this section as the "Council"). The Coun
cil shall be the interagency organization re
quired to be established by the President 
under section 242 of the Trade Expansion 
Act of 1962. 

(b) MDIBERSHIP.-The Council shall be 
composed of-

Cl> the President; 
<2> the Vice President; 
C3> the Secretary of State; 
< 4> the Secretary of the Treasury; 
C5) the Secretary of Defense; 
C6> the Secretary of Agriculture; 
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<7> the Secretary of Industry and Tech

nology; 
<B> the Secretary of Labor; 
(9) the United States Trade Representa

tive; and 
(10) such heads of other Federal agencies 

which the President may designate. 
(C) PREsIDING OPFICER.-The President 

shall preside over meetings of the Council. 
In the President's absence, the President 
may designate a member to preside for the 
President, except that, in the absence of the 
President, the President shall designate the 
United States Trade Representative to pre
side over meetings of the Council regarding 
international trade or meetings of the 
Council to carry out the duties described in 
section 242<b> of the Trade Expansion Act 
of 1962. 

(d) DUTIES.-
( 1 > The Council shall advise the President 

with respect to national and international 
economic policies and the integration of 
such policies in order to enable the Presi
dent and Federal agencies to cooperate 
more effectively in matters involving eco
nomic policy, including advice with respect 
to-

< A> trade policy; 
<B> monetary policy; 
<C> fiscal policy; 
<D> international financial policy; 
<E> foreign aid policy; and 
<F> investment policy. 
<2> In addition to performing such other 

functions as the President may direct con
cerning economic policy in general, for the 
purposes of more effectively coordinating 
the policies and functions of Federal agen
cies relating to international trade and 
making recommendations to the President, 
the Council shall, subject to the direction of 
the President-

<A> assess and appraise the international 
trade policies (including commodity and 
direct investment matters> and internation
al trade objectives of the United States; 

<B> consider policies on matters of 
common interest to the Federal agencies 
concerned with international trade; 

<C> consider the relationship between the 
standard of living in the United States and 
the international trade policies of the 
United States; and 

<D> evaluate the effects of the interna
tional trade policies and objectives of the 
United States on the national security. 

<3> The duties of the Council under para
graphs <1> and <2> are in addition to the 
duties prescribed by section 242(b) of the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962. 

<e> PERsoNNEL.-The President shall pro
vide such personnel for the Council, includ
ing an Executive Secretary, as are necessary 
to enable the Council to carry out the func
tions of the Council. The Executive Secre
tary shall direct activities by the staff of the 
Council, and shall coordinate, on an ongoing 
basis, such activities with the activities of 
the staffs of the members of the Council. 

(f) CONSULTATION.-In carrying out the 
functions of the Council, each member of 
the Council shall consult with-

< 1) committees established to advise the 
Federal agency of which such member is 
the head; 

(2) advisory committees established under 
section 135 of the Trade Act of 1974; and 

(3) other representatives of the private 
sector. 

(g) RECOl\IMENDATIONS AND REPORTS.-The 
Council shall, from time to time, make such 
recommendations and such reports to the 
President as the Council considers to be ap
propriate or as the President may request. 

(h) TERKINATION OF TRADE POLICY Cox- Senate, the functions of which are trans
KITTEE.-The Trade Policy Committee shall !erred by this title, shall terminate on the 
terminate on the effective date of this title. effective date of this title. 

Subtitle C-Transitional, Savings, and 
Conforming Provisions 

SEC. 3791. TRANSFER AND ALLOCATIONS OF AP
PROPRIATIONS AND PERSONNEL. 

Except as otherwise provided in this title, 
the personnel employed in connection with, 
and the assets, liabilities, contracts, proper
ty, records, and unexpended balances of ap
propriations, authorizations, allocations, 
and other funds employed, used, held, aris
ing from, available to, or to be made avail
able in connection with the functions trans
ferred to the Secretary by this title, subject 
to section 1531 of title 31, United States 
Code, shall be transferred to the Secretary. 
Unexpended funds transferred pursuant to 
this section shall be used only for the pur
poses for which the funds were originally 
authorized and appropriated. 
SEC. 3792. INCIDENTAL TRANSFERS. 

(a) AUTHORITY OF OMB DIRECTOR.-The 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget, at such time or times as the Direc
tor shall provide, is authorized to make such 
determinations as may be necessary with 
regard to the functions transferred by this 
title, and to make such additional incidental 
dispositions of personnel, assets, liabilities, 
grants, contracts, property, records, and un
expended balances of appropriations, au
thorizations, allocations, and other funds 
held, used, arising from, available to, or to 
be made available in connection with such 
functions, as may be necessary to carry out 
the provisions of this title. The Director 
shall provide for the termination of the af
fairs of all entities terminated by this title 
and for such further measures and disposi
tions as may be necessary to effectuate the 
purposes of this title. 

(b) AUTHORITY OF OPM DIRECTOR.-After 
consultation with the Director of the Office 
of Personnel Management, the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget is au
thorized, at such times as the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget may 
provide, to make such determinations as 
may be necessary with regard to the trans
fer of positions within the Senior Executive 
Service in connection with the functions 
transferred by this title. 
SEC. 3793. EFFECT ON PERSONNEL. 

(a) PRESERVATION OF PERSONNEL STATUS.
Except as otherwise provided by this title, 
the transfer pursuant to this title of full
time personnel <except special Government 
employees> and part-time personnel holding 
permanent positions shall not cause any 
such employee to be separated or reduced in 
grade or compensation for one year after 
the date of transfer of such employee under 
this title. 

<b> SENIOR OFFICIAL.-Any person who, on 
the day preceding the effective date of this 
title, held a position compensated in accord
ance with the Executive Schedule pre
scribed in chapter 53 of title 5, United 
States Code, and who, without a break in 
service, is appointed in a Federal agency to 
which functions are transferred by this title 
to a position having duties comparable to 
the duties performed immediately preceding 
such appointment shall continue to be com
pensated in such new position at not less 
than the rate provided for such previous po
sition, for the duration of the service of 
such person in such new position. 

(C) TERMINATIONS.-Positions whose in
cumbents are appointed by the President, 
by and with the advice and consent of the 

SEC. 3794. SAVINGS PROVISIONS. 
<a> IN GENERAL.-All orders, determina

tions, rules, regulations, permits, contracts, 
certificates, licenses, and privileges that-

<1 >have been issued, made, granted, or al
lowed to become effective by the President, 
any Federal agency or official thereof, or by 
a court of competent jurisdiction, in the 
performance of functions which are trans
ferred by this title; and 

(2) are in effect when this title takes 
effect, 
shall continue in effect according to their 
terms until modified, terminated, supersed
ed, set aside, or revoked in accordance with 
law by the President, the Secretary, a court 
of competent jurisdiction, or by operation of 
law. 

(b) EFFECT ON ADKINISTRATIVE PROCEED
INGS.-

< 1) The provisions of this title shall not 
affect any proceedings, including notices of 
proposed rule making, or any application 
for any license, permit, certificate, or finan
cial assistance pending on the effective date 
of this title before the Department of Com
merce, or any office thereof with respect to 
functions transferred by this title; but such 
proceedings or applications, to the extent 
that they relate to functions transferred, 
shall be continued. Orders shall be issued in 
such proceedings, appeals shall be taken 
therefrom, and payments shall be made 
under such orders, as if this title had not 
been enacted; and orders issued in any such 
proeeedings shall continue in effect until 
modified, terminated, superseded, or re
voked by the Secretary, a court of compe
tent Jurisdiction, or by operation of law. 
Nothing in this subsection prohibits the dis
continuance or modification of any such 
proceeding under the same terms and condi
tions and to the same extent that such pro
ceeding could have been discontinued or 
modified if this title had not been enacted. 

(2) The Secretary of Commerce and the 
Secretary are authorized to issue regula
tions providing for the orderly transfer of 
proceedings continued under paragraph (1). 

(C) EFFECT ON LEGAL ACTIONS.-Except as 
provided in subsection <e>-

< 1) the provisions of this title do not 
affect actions commenced prior to the effec
tive date of this title, and 

< 2 > in all such actions, proceedings shall be 
had, appeals taken, and judgments rendered 
in the same manner and effect as if this 
title had not been enacted. 

(d) No ABATEMENT OF ACTIONS OR PROCEED
INGS.-NO action or other proceeding com
menced by or against any officer in his offi
cial capacity as an officer of the Depart
ment of Commerce with respect to func
tions transferred by this title shall abate by 
reason of the enactment of this title. No 
cause of action by or against the Depart
ment of Commerce with respect to func
tions transferred by this title, or by or 
against any officer thereof in his official ca
pacity, shall abate by reason of the enact
ment of this title. Causes of action and ac
tions with respect to a function transferred 
by this title, or other proceedings may be as
serted by or against the United States or 
the Secretary, as may be appropriate, and, 
in an action pending when this title takes 
effect, the court may at any time, on its own 
motion or that of any party, enter an order 
which will give effect to the provisions of 
this subsection. 
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Ce> SUBSTITUTION.-If, before the date on 

which this title takes effect, the Depart
ment of Commerce or any officer thereof in 
his official capacity, is a party to an action, 
and under this title any function of such 
Department or officer is transferred to the 
Secretary, then such action shall be contin
ued with the Secretary substituted or added 
as a party. 

(f) ExERCISE OF TRANSFERRED FuNCTIONS.
Qrders and actions of the head of a Federal 
agency in the exercise of functions trans
ferred to the head of such agency by this 
title · shall be subject to judicial review to 
the same extent and in the same manner as 
if such orders and actions had been by the 
Department of Commerce or any office or 
officer thereof, in the exercise of such func
tions immediately preceding their transfer. 
Any statutory requirements relating to 
notice, hearings, action upon the record, or 
administrative review that apply to any 
function transferred by this title shall apply 
to the exercise of such function by the Sec
retary. 
SEC. 3795. SEPARABILITY. 

If a provision of this title or its applica
tion to any person or circumstance is held 
invalid, neither the remainder of this title 
nor the application of the provision to other 
persons or circumstances shall be affected. 
SEC. 3796. REFERENCE. 

With respect to any function transferred 
to the Secretary by this title and exercised 
after the effective date of this title, refer
ence in any other Federal law to any depart
ment, agency, office, or officer the functions 
of which are so transferred shall be consid
ered to refer to the Secretary. 
SEC. 3797. TRANSITION. 

With the consent of the Secretary of 
Commerce, the Secretary is authorized to 
utilize-

<1> the services of such officers, employ
ees, and other personnel of the Department 
of Commerce, with respect to functions 
transferred to the Secretary by this title; 
and 

<2> funds appropriated to such functions 
or offices for such period of time as may 
reasonably be needed to facilitate the order
ly implementation of this title. 
SEC. 3798. TERMINATION. 

The Department of Commerce is termi
nated. 

SEC. 3799. EFFECTIVE DATE; INTERIM APPOINT
MENTS; AUTHORIZATION 

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
(1) This title shall take effect on January 

20,1989,exceptthat--
<A> section 3797 shall take effect on the 

date of enactment; and 
CB> at any time after the date of enact

ment of this title-
(i) the officers provided for in this title 

may be nominated and appointed, as provid
ed in this title; 

(ii) the Secretary of Commerce and the 
Secretary may promulgate regulations 
under section 3794Cb><2>. 

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Ohio. 
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that we provide 20 
minutes equally divided for debate on 
this amendment. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I re
quest the yeas and nays on the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has requested the yeas and 
nays. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Parliamentary in
quiry, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For a 
parliamentary inquiry, the Senator is 
recognized. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. We had our unani
mous-consent agreement, and under 
the unanimous-consent agreement I 
thought we had stopped these mon
keyshines and ruled out all amend
ments. That is what we agreed to last 
Friday. We would have no parliamen
tary maneuvers, that there would be 
no amendment in order. That is what I 
thought we agreed to. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding of the parliamentary 
situation that, after all time has ex
pired, another amendment to the 
original language is in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state in answer to the par
liamentary inquiry that the amend
ment proposed by the Senator from 
Ohio is to the underlying text and not 
to the Hollings amendment. There
fore, the amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Ohio to the underlying 
text is in order since the unanimous
consent request and the time limit ap
plied to the Hollings amendment. 

The Chair will further rule that the 
time has expired on the Hollings 
amendment and there is no time avail
able, since it is a striking of the text, 
to the Senator from Ohio to argue the 
amendment. So all time has expired. 
The amendment is in order to the un
derlying text. 

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Ohio has then proposed 
a unanimous-consent request and the 
Senator from South Carolina has ob
jected to the unanimous-consent re
quest and therefore at this moment in 
time what is pending is the amend
ment to the underlying text and the 
Chair will recognize whoever seeks rec
ognition 

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Did 

the Senator ask for the yeas and nays 
on the amendment by the Senator 
from Ohio? 

Mr. GLENN. I did. I am not sure 
what the situation was at that time. 
But I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair has not determined that yet but 
wanted to be certain that that was the 
request that has been made. 

Mr. GLENN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is not 
a sufficient second. 

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. Is there any 
time remaining on any of the amend
ments? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time has expired. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I move to table the 
Glenn amendment, and I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there is sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from South Carolina to 
table the perfecting amendment of the 
Senator from Ohio. On this question 
the yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
BIDEN], the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. DASCHLE], the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. GORE], the Sena
tor from West Virginia [Mr. ROCKEFEL
LER], and the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. SIMON] are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is absent 
because of death in the family. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. RocKEFELLER] would 
vote "yea." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
FOWLER). Are there any other Sena
tors in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 73, 
nays 21, as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 190 Leg.] 
YEAS-73 

Adams 
Armstrong 
Baucus 
Bent.sen 
Bond 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenicl 
Evans 

Exon 
Ford 
Fowler 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Hecht 
Heflin 
Heinz 
Helms 
Hollings 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Karnes 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Kerry 
Lau ten berg 
Lugar 
McCain 
McClure 
McConnell 
Murkowski 

Nickles 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pressler 
Proxmire 
Quayle 
Riegle 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sanford 
Shelby 
Simpson 

· Specter 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Trible 
Wallop 
Warner 
Weicker 
Wilson 
Wirth 
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Bingaman 
Chiles 
Durenberger 
Garn 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 

NAYS-21 
Kennedy Mitchell 
Leahy Moynihan 
Levin Nunn 
Matsunaga Reid 
Melcher Sarbanes 
Metz.enbaum Sasser 
Mikulski Stevens 

NOT VOTING-6 
Biden Gore Rockefeller 
Daschle Pryor Sim.on 

So the motion to lay on the table 
was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 
next order of business, I guess, is an 
up-or-down vote on the Hollings-Dan
f orth amendment. I would be willing 
to vitiate that request. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I will 
not require the yeas and nays. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The question is on 
the adoption of the amendment, then. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question recurs on the amendment of 
the Senator from South Carolina. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment <No. 488) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRF.SIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Missouri. 

AMENDMENT NO. 499 

(Purpose: To extend the effective date for 
the provision on fictitious markets to cer
tain antidumping reviews> 

AllENDMENT NO. 500 

<Purpose: To modify the factors that are to 
be considered in determining material 
injury and threat of material injury in 
countervailing and antidumping duty in
vestigations> 

AMENDMENT NO. 501 

(Purpose: To include certain articles within 
the scope of the telecommunications trade 
provisions> 
Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I 

have a series of amendments which 
will take virtually no debate which I 
would like to offer. 

I would like to offer them at this 
time. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to lay aside the pending amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I 
will offer three amendments en bloc 
and ask unanimous consent that they 
be considered en bloc. 

First, let me just read a short expla
nation of the three amendments. I 
think they are noncontroversial. They 
are three technical amendments to the 
Finance Committee Portion of S. 1420. 

I offered these amendments on July 
1 and I believe all three have been 
cleared on both sides of the aisle. 

Mr. President, could we have order 
in the Chamber? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. The Senate will be 
in order. 

The Senator from Missouri. 
Mr. DANFORTH. The first amend

ment, a modified version of amend
ment 372, pertains to section 336 of 
the bill. This provision concerns the 
elimination of "fictitious market 
prices" in the determination of dump
ing margins, and the amendment 
would clarify the effective date of the 
provision. 

The second amendment, originally 
numbered 373, clarifies the language 
of section 330 of the bill. This provi
sion concerns the threat of material 
injury in antidumping and counter
vailing duty cases. 

Finally, the third amendment clari
fies section 903 of the bill which deals 
with telecommunications trade. It is a 
modified version of amendment No. 
374. The amendment ensures that cer
tain telecommunications components 
inadvertently left out of the product 
coverage section are included. 

In addition, the amendment elimi
nates one TSUS item from the list of 
products covered. This particular item, 
which is included in the House trade 
bill, may encompass certain products 
that should not be covered by the tele
communications provisions. By elimi
nating it from the Senate bill, we 
ensure sufficient flexibility to modify 
this provision in conference, if neces
sary. 

Mr. President, I send these three 
amendments to the desk and ask that 
they be reported and I further ask 
unanimous consent that they be con
sidered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

The Chair hears none, it is so or
dered. The clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Missouri CMr. DAN

FORTH] proposes amendments numbered 
499, 500, and 501. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dis
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out 9bjection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments are as follows: 
AJIEND:MENT No. 499 

On page 228 of the printed bill, line 24, 
strike out "335, and 336" and insert in lieu 
thereof "and 335". 

On page 229, after line 24, insert the fol
lowing: 

(g) FICTITIOUS MARKl:Ts.-The amend
ment made by section 336 shall only apply 
with respect to-

< 1 > investigations initiated after the date 
of enactment of this Act, 

(2) reviews initiated under section 736<c> 
or 751 of the Tariff Act of 1930 after the 
date of enactment of this Act, and 

<3> reviews initiated under such sections
<A> which are pending on the date of en

actment of this Act, and 
<B> in which a request for revocation is 

pending on the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

On page 228 of the printed bill, line 2, 
strike out "733" and insert in lieu thereof 
"773". 

Almlro:MENT No. 500 
On page 218 of the printed bill, line 9, 

insert "actual and potential negative effects 
on" after "(IV)". 

On page 218, beginning on line 10, strike 
out "the technology necessary to" and 
insert in lieu thereof "and". 

On page 219, line 5, insert "actual and po
tential negative effects on" after "<X>". 

On page 219, beginning on line 6, strike 
out "the technology necessary to" and 
insert in lieu thereof "and". 

.AMENDMENT No. 501 
Strike out section 903 of the bill and 

insert the following: 
SEC. 903. TELECOMMUNICATIONS PRODUCT DE

FINED. 

For purposes of this subtitle, the term 
"telecommunications product" means-

< 1 > any power supplies provided for under 
item 682.60 of the Tariff Schedules of the 
United States, 

<2> any paging devices provided for under 
item 685. 70 of such Schedules, 

(3) any microwave tubes provided for 
under item 687.66 of such Schedules, and 

<4> any article classified under any of the 
following item numbers of such Schedules: 
684.57, 684.58, 684.59, 684.65, 684.66, 684.67, 
684.80, 685.10, 685.12, 685.16, 685.24, 685.25, 
685.28, 685.30, 685.39, 685.48, 688.17, 688.41, 
and 707.90. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. DANFORTH. I yield. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, the 

manager for the majority has exam
ined the amendments and sees no ob
jection and, in fact, urges their adop
tion. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
have also talked with the Senator 
from Missouri about the amendments 
and we find them acceptable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question recurs on the amendments 
offered en bloc by the Senator from 
Missouri. 

The amendments <Nos. 499, 500, and 
501> were agreed to. 

Mr. DANFORTH. I move to recon
sider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 



July 14, 1987 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 19723 
AllENDJIENT NO. 602 

(Purpose: To require the additional report
ing of monthly trade statistics that are ad
justed for inflation or deflation> 
Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I 

send another amendment to the desk 
and ask that it be considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the pending amendment 
will be set aside and the clerk will 
report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Missouri CMr. DAN

FORTH] proposes an amendment numbered 
502. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dis
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of subtitle D of title IX of the 

bill, add the following: 
SEC. • ADJUSTMENT OF TRADE STATISTICS FOR 

INFLATION AND DEFLATION. 

Subsection <e> of section 301 of title 13, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sen
tence: "The information required to be re
ported under this subsection shall be report
ed in a form that is adjusted for economic 
inflation or deflation <on a constant dollar 
basis consistent with the reporting of the 
National Income and Product Accounts), 
and in a form that is not so adjusted.". 

Mr. DANFORTH. This amendment 
is designed to fill a gap in the monthly 
U.S. trade data. It has been suggested 
by a number of people, including Fred 
Bergstrom of the Institute of Interna
tional Economics. The amendment 
would require the Department of 
Commerce to issue monthly trade data 
in nominal and constant dollars. At 
present, constant dollar data is only 
issued on a quarterly basis in the Na
tional Income and Product Accounts. 
If issued on a monthly basis, this in
formation would enable us to see earli
er the effect of exchange rates on the 
volume of U.S. exports and imports. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, 
again I have looked at the amendment 
and especially Karen Phillips approves 
of it and therefore we accept it. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, as 
manager for the majority, we have ex
amined the amendment and have no 
objections to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Any 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Missouri. 

The amendment <No. 502) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AllENDllDT NO. 503 

<Purpose: To require the President to main
tain a list of agricultural commodities and 
products that may be exported to Cuba 
and to permit exporters to export the 
commodities and products to Cuba) 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the pending 
amendments be laid aside so that I 
might offer an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment of 
the Senator from Montana CMr. 
BAUCUS]. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Montana CMr. BAucusl, 

for himself, Mr. PELL, Mr. PRYOR, and Mr. 
CONRAD, proposes an amendment numbered 
503. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 562, between lines 18 and 19, 

insert the following new section: 
SEC. . EXPORT OF AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES 

AND PRODUCTS TO CUBA. 
(a) LIST OP PERMITTED AGRICULTURAL EX

PORTS.-
(1) PuBLICATION.-Not later than January 

2 of each year, the President shall publish 
in the Federal Register a list of the types of 
United States agricultural commodities and 
products that may be exported to Cuba 
during the year. 

(2) CoNTENTs.-The President shall place 
on the list each United States agricultural 
commodity and product that-

<A> may be exported to Cuba without 
harming the national security interests of 
the United States; and 

<B> is freely available to Cuba from other 
suppliers in the world market. 

<3> ExCLUSIONS.-If a major United States 
agricultural commodity or product is not 
placed on the list, the President shall pro
vide Congress with a detailed writen expla
nation of the reasons the commodity or 
product does not meet the criteria pre
scribed in paragraph <2>. 

(4) MODIPICATION.--Subject to paragraphs 
<2> and (3), the President may modify the 
list at any time. 

(b) ExPORT OP PERMITTED AGRICULTURAL 
COIDIODITIES AND PRODUCTS.-Notwithstand
ing any other provision of law: 

(1) IN GENERAL-A person shall be permit
ted to export to Cuba any of the commod
ities or products on the list. 

(2) AGRICULTURAL EXPORT PROGRAJIS.-None 
of the credit, subsidy, or barter agricultural 
export programs conducted by the United 
States may be used to assist the export of 
an agricultural commodity or product to 
Cuba under this section. 

<3> OTHER LAWs.--SubJect to paragraph 
C2), no other provision of law that would 
prohibit, hinder, or impede the export of an 
agricultural commodity or product shall 
apply to the export of an agricultural com
modity or product under this section. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the underly
ing amendment. 

The PRFBIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

The Chair is in doubt and will count. 
There is now a sufficient second. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 

that the perfecting amendment-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator now has a right to amend his 
own amendment. 

AllDDllDT NO. 604 

Mr. BAUCUS. I send a perfecting 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Montana CMr. BAucusl, 

for himself, Mr. PELL, Mr. PRYOR, and Mr. 
CONRAD, proposes an amendment numbered 
504 to amendment 503. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In the pending amendment, strike all 

after the word "PuBLICATION" on line 6, and 
insert the following: 

Not later than January 1 of each year, the 
President shall publish in the Federal Reg
ister a list of the types of United States ag
ricultural commodities and products that 
may be exported to Cuba during the year. 

<2> CoNTENTs.-The President shall place 
on the list each United States agricultural 
commodity and product that---

<A> may be exported to Cuba without 
harming the national security interests of 
the United States; and 

<B> is freely available to Cuba from other 
suppliers in the world market. 

<3> ExCLus10Ns.-If a major United States 
agricultural commodity or product is not 
placed on the list, the President shall pro
vide Congress with a detailed written expla
nation of the reasons the commodity or 
product does not meet the criteria pre
scribed in paragraph (2). 

(4) MODIPICATION.--Subject to paragraphs 
(2) and (3), the President may modify the 
list at any time. 

(b) EXPORT OF PERMITTED AGRICULTURAL 
COMMODITIES AND PRODUCTS.-Notwithstand
ing any other provision of law: 

<1> IN GENERAL.-Any person shall be per
mitted to export to Cuba any of the com
modities or products on the list. 

(2) AGRICULTURAL EXPORT PROGRAllS.-None 
of the credit, subsidy, or barter agricultural 
export programs conducted by the United 
States may be used to assist the export of 
an agricultural commodity or product to 
Cuba under this section. 

<3> OTHER LAWs.--Subject to paragraph · 
92), no other provision of law that would 
prohibit, hinder, or impede the export of an 
agricultural commodity or product shall 
apply to the export of an agricultural com
modity or product under this section. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this is 
a very simple amendment. It allows 
the President of the United States to 
draw up a list of agricultural products 
that United States exporters could sell 
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on a cash basis to the country of Cuba. 
The President is directed to draw up 
this list of agricultural products which 
in the view of the President, can be ex
ported to Cuba without threatening 
American national security and which 
are freely available to Cuba from 
other countries. 

That is very simply the amendment. 
It is a narrow, surgical carve-out to the 
present trade embargo that exists 
against Cuba. This amendment does 
not allow imports from Cuba; it only 
allows agricultural products to be sold 
on a cash basis. There are to be no 
subsidized sales to the country of 
Cuba. 

The present embargo is an anachro
nism. The present embargo on any 
sales of products to Cuba ls just like 
the Soviet grain embargo. As Senators, 
we all know very well that the United 
States has repealed that embargo and 
sells a massive amount of agricultural 
products to the Soviet Union. Most 
sales to the Soviet Union now are sub
sidized. It is my belief that the present 
embargo against Cuba is an anachro
nism. It is dated; it is outmoded; it 
does not serve any useful purpose, 
and, therefore, should be repealed. 

Now, we all know that the original 
intent of the embargo on agricultural 
sales to Cuba was to put pressure on 
Cuba to topple the Government of 
Cuba because it has been unfavorable 
to the United States. It has been in
volved in various activities around the 
world which are not exactly friendly 
to the causes of the United States. 

Today, Mr. President, no other coun
try has a trade embargo against Cuba. 
When we do not sell products of the 
United States, whom are we hurting? 
On whom are we putting pressure? 
Not Cuba at all. The only persons we 
are hurting are ourselves, that is, the 
American farmers. The fact is that 
Canada freely sells agricultural prod
ucts to Cuba, as does Argentina, as 
does Brazil, and others. They say sell 
products to Cuba. Those sales help 
farmers in those countries to the detri
ment of ours. 

The fact is, Mr. President, that Cuba 
imports a lot of agricultural products: 
about $150 million annually of wheat, 
$120 million of meat, $60 million 
worth of cotton annually, $35 million 
worth of corn annually, etc. 

It does not make sense for we Ameri
cans to deprive American farmers of 
those sales. In total, about $1.3 billion 
in agricultural sales a year are made to 
Cuba. Mr. President, this amendment 
is supported by a whole host of 
groups, particularly agricultural 
groups, which also do not think the 
present embargo makes much sense. 

I must also say that many Latin 
Americans presently trade with Cuba. 
We Americans do not trade with Cuba, 
but Latin American countries, the 
countries that we Americans think 
Cuba is somehow going to unduly in-

fluence and overthrow, do trade with 
Cuba. Let me list those Latin Ameri
can countries which presently trade 
with Cuba: Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, 
Venezuela, Panama, Bahamas, Barba
dos, Bolivia, Ecuador, Nicaragua, Peru, 
and Uruguay. It seems to me that if 
they trade with Cuba, if they buy and 
sell products with Cuba, why should 
we not as Americans ask a narrow, sur
gical carveout on the present embargo. 
We should allow cash-only sales of ag
ricultural products to the country of 
Cuba. 

In addition, Mr. President, let us ask 
ourselves, who is Cuba's largest trad
ing partner today? The fact is, it is 
Japan. Now, that might give us a 
couple of messages. No. 1, maybe we 
should retaliate against Japan because 
Japan trades with Cuba. But, of 
course, that does not make much 
sense. Japan trades with Cuba. It is 
Cuba's largest trading partner. Japan 
sees a good deal. I think that Japan's 
close trading relations with Cuba at 
some point suggest maybe we Ameri
cans are missing something. There are 
reasons why Japan is a growing, pros
perous economic power in the world 
today. It is because it trades and 
trades very aggressively. We Ameri
cans, I think, could learn a lesson and 
trade more aggressively ourselves. 
There are a lot of lessons we can learn 
from Japan, but one minor lesson 
might be in this area: agricultural ex
ports to Cuba where the President 
finds that there is no national security 
threat and where the President finds 
these are products freely available to 
Cuba from other countries. 

Mr. President, I have listed all the 
countries that really export agricul
tural products to Cuba-Argentina, 
Canada, and so forth. 

We export millions or billions of dol
lars of wheat or feed grains to the 
Soviet Union, massive exports to the 
Soviet Union. Why do we not embargo 
completely agricultural sales to the 
Soviet Union? Because it does not 
make any economic sense. 

It seems to me that the same argu
ment applies here: It makes no eco
nomic sense whatsoever to continue 
the embargo on agricultural products 
to Cuba-no sense whatsoever. 

Again, I underline the long list of 
Latin American countries which trade 
with Cuba: Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, 
Venezuela, Bolivia, Ecuador, Urgu
guay. Are those bastions of commu
nism? Sure, they are worried about 
Fidel Castro and are worried about the 
Soviet Union, just as we are. But they 
know they are better off and probably 
are more stable as a country if they 
trade with Cuba. 

Mr. President, I think this is a good 
amendment, it makes sense, and I urge 
the Senate to adopt it. 

Mr. PACKWOOD addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield the floor. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak against 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has that right. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I can 
understand and respect the motiva
tions that are behind the amendment 
of the distinguished Senator from 
Montana, but I suggest that this 
amendment comes at probably the his
torically worst time in the history of 
United States-Cuban relations since 
Fidel Castro came to power. 

The reality today is that Cuba is 
under the greatest economic pressure 
it has been for the last quarter of a 
century. A combination of factors, in
cluding the declining price of basic 
commodities, the lessened willingness 
of the Soviet Union to support its sur
rogate through the subsidized sale of 
petroleum products, and the almost 
total loss of hard currency to make 
purchases from foreign nations, has 
resulted in severe economic hardship 
for Cuba. 

We are beginning to see this in 
terms of the rising number of refugees 
who are beginning to leave that coun
try-indeed the largest numbers we 
have had since the spring of 1980 and 
the Mariel boatlift. 

This afternoon, a reception is being 
held-ironically, on the day we consid
er this amendment-for a person who 
has been recognized as a world figure 
in human rights, Armando Valladares, 
who has written about his 22 years of 
imprisonment in a Castro jail. The 
fact that Castro has begun to release 
some individuals like Armando Valla
dares is another indication of the 
social and economic pressure which 
that island nation is now feeling. 

This is not the time ior the United 
States to send signals that we are 
going to contribute to a relaxation of 
those economic pressures. Rather, we 
should be dealing aggressively with 
countries like Japan to encourage 
them to join us in effective economic 
measures which will further isolate 
and increase the pressure on Cuba. 

This is not just an issue of a country 
which denies the basic values upon 
which this Nation is founded. Cuba is 
actively and aggressively in the busi
ness of exporting its revolution. 

Last week, we debated a proposal rel
ative to Angola. One of the reasons we 
are concerned about Angola is not just 
Africa, but it is what Angola repre
sents in terms of financing revolution 
in our own hemisphere. Next to the 
sale of its sugar products., the major 
source of Cuba's income is generated 
through the sale of its people, its mili
tary personnel, who are engaged in 
warfare in places like Angola. 
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We do not at this time need to be 

giving any signals that we are in any 
way accepting of a nation which is en
gaged in activities that are so detri
mental to our country in this hemi
sphere as well as around the world. I 
believe that this measure would send 
exactly the wrong message and would 
blunt our efforts to ask other nations 
to join us in further isolating and 
eventually eliminating this Soviet sur
rogate in our own hemisphere. Doing 
so would send a clear message to those 
nations threatened by the expansion
ist activities of Fidel Castro. 

Mr. President, this is not a time, in 
exchange for a few coins from this im
poverished nation that might be avail
able to American agriculture, when we 
should change a fundamental and an 
increasingly effective policy of eco
nomic pressure against Cuba. So I 
urge that this amendment be rejected. 

I urge, further, that we look for op
portunities in which we can advance 
an intelligent policy that will lead to 
the day when we will have a free Cuba 
and when the Western Hemisphere 
will be free of surrogate states respon
sive to foreign powers that are inimi
cal to the interests of the United 
States. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, this 
amendment would renew trade with 
Cuba. That is what we are talking 
about here today-breaking the U.S. 
embargo against perhaps the most no
torious country in this hemisphere, an 
embargo that has been unchallenged 
for 25 years. 

The United States currently has de
facto embargoes against four coun
tries-Cambodia, Cuba, North Korea 
and Vietnam. The amendment before 
the Senate would effectively break the 
embargo for one of these countries, 
permitting the export of agricultural 
commodities for cash to Cuba for the 
first time since 1962. 

Mr. President, this amendment 
would benefit Cuba a great deal more 
than it would benefit United States 
farmers. In fact, the benefit of our Na
tion's farmers would be very small 
indeed. The Department of Commerce 
has estimated that if the embargo on 
all products were lifted, United States 
exports to Cuba-of all products, not 
just agricultural products-would not 
exceed $100 million in the first year. 
In future years, the Department esti
mates that Cuba would buy-of all 
products-no more than $300 million 
annually from the United States. 

Why should the United States vio
late its moral principles-especially for 
so little benefit? 

Why will Fidel Castro's Cuba never 
be a good market for our farmers? Be
cause it would require substantial 
export earnings as well as massive for
eign investment to stimulate its mori
bund economy in order to pay for im
ports from the United States. Such 
export earnings and foreign invest
ments simply could not occur in 
Cuba's closed and tightly controlled 
economy. 

While lifting the embargo will not 
do much good for our farmers, it 
would be of great benefit to Castro
both economically and politically. 

Economically, this amendment 
stands to save Castro valuable foreign 
exchange and reduce the effects of the 
overall embargo upon the Cuban econ
omy. The amendment would allow 
Cuba access to the world's largest 
seller of agricultural commodities and 
products-a supplier only 90 miles 
away. With a much greater supply of 
agricultural commodities to choose 
from, basic economics tells us Cuba 
would be able to get lower prices on 
this supply. In addition, the proximity 
of Cuba to the United States would 
also result in savings to Castro. 

Having literally bankrupted Cuba 
with his repressive Communist poli
cies, Castro could use any economic 
benefit he could get his hands on. He 
could especially use the benefits cre
ated by this amendment. 

The Cuban economy is a "basket 
case" if there ever was one. According 
to the U.S. Commerce Department, 
Cuba last year experienced its most 
difficult economic conditions since 
shortly after Castro seized power. 
Cuban citizens must contend with 
widespread shortages of most goods. 
Those goods which are available are of 
minimal variety and of low quality. 
The Commerce Department reports 
that these shortages are due to the in
efficiencies of the Cuban economy, 
plus the impact of the economic em
bargo-the very same embargo the 
author of this amendment would like 
to break. 

Unless this amendment passes, the 
situation for Castro is predicted to get 
even worse. For 1987, Cuban imports 
are expected to be about half of those 
for 1986. This reduction will cut into 
the country's productive capacity and 
further deteriorate the economic situ
ation in the country. 

So just as the economic situation is 
beginning to squeeze Castro, this 
amendment would let up on him. 

Furthermore, the embargo serves as 
a moral signal to the world that the 
United States finds Castro's govern
ment to be repulsive and unaccept
able-on par with the similarly repres
sive and vicious Governments of North 
Korea, Vietnam, and Cambodia. To 
break this embargo-as is envisioned 

by this amendment-would indicate 
that the United States sees some kind 
of improvement on the part of Castro, 
when, in fact, none exists. 

Castro has done nothing to deserve a 
breaking of this embargo. Rather, his 
activities, both at home and abroad, 
justify nothing more than tightening 
the embargo. Life in Cuba today is 
characterized by an aggressive, sys
tematic, and institutional denial of 
human rights in virtually every form. 
The Communist party, tightly con
trolled from above, dominates all as
pects of life. 

There is no freedom of expression in 
Cuba; no criticism of the government's 
policies or Marxist/Leninist orienta
tion is allowed. Telephone calls are 
routinely monitored and mail opened. 

There is no freedom of assembly or 
association in Castro's Cuba. Sure, 
there are some associations-but they 
are government controlled. The few 
private associations which are permit
ted, operate only under close govern
ment scrutiny. 

There is no freedom of religion in 
Cuba. Rather, repression of religion in 
Cuba is thorough and pervasive. Reli
gious broadcasts are totally prohibit
ed-except for news of foreign clergy 
def ending the Castro regime which are 
routinely shown to prisoners of con
science to demoralize them. The con
struction of new churches is severally 
restricted. Many churches have been 
closed, and some have been desecrated. 
The few still open are closely moni
tored by Communist front groups. 

Of course, there is no freedom of the 
press in Cuba. All media outlets are 
strictly controlled by the state. The 
only kinds of foreign publications per
mitted are those from other Commu
nist countries. 

There is no economic freedom in 
Cuba. The right to choose one's occu
pation is practically nonexistent as 
priority is given to collective or state 
needs over individual choice. Just as 
nonexistent is a private sector. Al
though self-employment is legal in cer
tain trades and professions, less than 1 
percent of Cubans are self-employed, 
and they are subject to continuous 
government harassment. 

Castro's foreign ventures are just as 
notorious as are his measures at home. 
Castro proudly wears the badge of 
"Gorbachev's waterboy" in Latin 
America and Africa. 

There are now about five times as 
many Cuban soldiers in Africa alone as 
there were in the Cuban Armed Forces 
when Castro seized power in 1959. 
Since 1975, Castro has dispatched his 
thugs to Angola, Ethiopia, Mozam
bique, South Yemen, Congo, Ghana, 
Mali, Grenada, and Nicaragua. Castro 
has had 3,000 troops in Nicaragua, 400 
in Congo, more than 700 in Mozam
bique, 500 in South Yemen, more than 
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5,000 in Ethiopia, and 37 ,000 in 
Angola. 

Castro also has the distinction of 
being the head of one of the five coun
tries officially designated by our Gov
ernment as providing repeated support 
for international terrorism. Joining 
CUba on this distinguished list are 
Iran, Libya, Syria, and South Yemen. 

The State Department's most recent 
report on global terrorism, confirms 
that Castro maintains a large and 
complex apparatus for subversion that 
supports a whole range of leftist revo
lutionaries and terrorism. He provides 
arms, safe haven, and training to a va
riety of guerrilla movements and ter
rorist groups in Latin America. 

So, it is clear, Mr. President, that 
Fidel Castro has done nothing to justi
fy granting him the economic benefits 
inherent in lifting this embargo. At 
the same time, it is clear that our 
farmers will have little to gain from 
having access to this economically 
bankrupt market. This amendment 
should be defeated. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. I must make 
this because I have been in a meeting 
with the Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of State about another prob
lem. Is the Senator from North Caroli
na correct in understanding that the 
distinguished Senator from Montana 
has in the parlance around this place, 
"filled the tree" as to amendments? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's interpretation of the par
lance is correct. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. In 
other words, as I understand it, Sena
tor BAucus has offered a second
degree amendment changing only one 
figure; is that correct? 

The PRF.SIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair's impression is the underlying 
effect of the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Montana changes 
only the date. 

Mr. HELMS. Correct. That 
means-

The PRF.SIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered on 
the amendment in the first reading. 

Mr. HELMS. That means, then, Mr. 
President, when the second amend
ment offered by the able Senator from 
Montana [Mr. BAUCUS] is disposed of 
one way or another, then the underly
ing amendment will be subject to 
amendment? 

The PRF.SIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised and believes that the 

underlying amendment will be amend
able only where it is not yet amended. 

Mr. HELMS. So the Chair is saying 
that an amendment adding to the un
derlying amendment would be in 
order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair believes the Senator's interpre
tation is correct. 

Mr. HELMS. I am sorry, I did not 
understand the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair believes the Senator's interpre
tation is correct. It is not in a position 
to advise the Senator. 

Mr. HELMS. I understand, but I 
wanted to lay the predicate for some
thing we are going to do or try to do a 
little later on. 

I thank the Chair and, Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. PELL. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Ms. 
MIKULSKI). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. PELL. Madam President, I com
mend the Senator from Montana for 
attempting to put some logic into U.S. 
agricultural trade policy which for too 
long has made the American farmer 
pay the price for an antiquated politi
cal policy toward Cuba. 

As the Senator has pointed out, the 
United States embargo on Cuba has 
not hurt the Castro government. In 
fact, many of our major trading part
ners, namely, Japan, Spain, West Ger
many, and Canada, trade with Cuba 
and have helped to fill the gap that 
back in the 1960's was thought to be 
the way to weaken and destroy the 
Castro government. This policy was 
proven wrong quite a long time ago. 

Farmers of the United States have 
been going through very difficult 
times and if there is a market in Cuba 
for their products, why not permit 
them to sell their goods there so they 
can improve their economic situation? 

The American farmer should be able 
to sell the Cubans wheat, corn, cotton, 
rice, and other products that the 
Cubans are now purchasing from 
Canada and other countries. The 
American farmer would benefit from a 
change in policy toward Cuba, which 
is desperately in need of updating. 

The PRF.SIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I 
just simply do not feel that the U.S. 
Government at this time ought to 
become involved with a terrorist coun
try, one of the five countries officially 
designated by our Government as sup
portive of international terrorism. Ev
erybody in the Senate knows Fidel 

Castro's activities all over Central 
America and Africa. 

This amendment should be defeated. 
No more time need be spent on it and 
for that reason, Madam President, I 
move to table the amendment and I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Will the distin
guished Senator from North Carolina 
withhold for a minute? 

Mr. HELMS. I will be glad to with
hold. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would like to ask the Senator 
from North Carolina a question. Do 
you wish to table the first-degree 
amendment or the second-degree 
amendment? 

Mr. HELMS. The underlying amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What 
amendment? 

Mr. HELMS. The underlying amend
ment. 

Madam President, I understand the 
distinguished Senator from Connecti
cut CMr. WEICKER] is on his way. He is 
going to have some comments on this 
and I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. WEICKER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WEICKER. Madam President, I 
want to commend the distinguished 
Senator from Montana for the amend
ment which he has brought to the 
floor. I suspect that there will be 
other amendments of a negative 
nature offered, so I would like to only 
spend a few minutes addressing some 
remarks to what has been proposed by 
the distinguished Senator from Mon
tana. 

If there is anything that cries out 
for revision, it is the U.S. policy in the 
Caribbean as it relates to several coun
tries, most particularly its policy 
toward Cuba. The cries for revision on 
the simple basis that it has failed. 
Indeed, we are seeing part of that fail
ure debated over in the Senate Caucus 
Room in the Russell Bulldng. 

These are not acts separate and 
apart; Nicaragua, CUba-all are part of 
Central America, the Caribbean Basin, 
with other nations in South America. 
But all should be foremost in our mind 
in developing a policy, a foreign policy, 
appropriate to our hemisphere. 

What has the foreign policy consist
ed of insofar as Cuba is concerned? 
The foreign policy has consisted of 
name calling. It has consisted of plac
ing the United States in a vacuum to 
where it cannot respond to the threats 
of communism or in the case of CUba 
the presence of communism on that 
island. Some satisfaction is to be 
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drawn simply by Americans sitting at 
home watching their television sets as 
their leaders yell invectives across the 
Florida straits. 

Nothing, however, is achieved in re
moving the Communist presence on 
that island. 

I realize we are coming upon a Presi
dential election year and everybody is 
desirous of having the delegates from 
Florida. I have no doubt there are 
those who represent the State of Flor
ida that will offer a point of view dif
ference to this Senator. But the for
eign policy of this Nation should be 
decided with the leadership of all 50 
States. 

I think it is now that all 50 States 
should say that the present policy is 
bankrupt and it has failed. 

The Communists are still on the 
island. I would suggest that a little 
more interaction between Cuba and 
the United States is called for. Rather 
than yelling words across the Florida 
Straits and pandering to particular po
litical constituencies, let us provide 
something that is logical in the inter
ests of the United States. 

I am sure, because of the nature of 
information that comes to the Ameri
can people, most Americans are still 
out there with what I call the wait till 
they run out of spare parts philoso
phy, that is, Cuba sits in isolation 
from everybody; that its infrastruc
ture still relies on the support of the 
United States. 

Well, let me use this occasion to 
inform everybody, everybody is there 
except the United States. Not only the 
Soviet Union but France is there, 
Spain is there, Japan is there, Great 
Britain is there, Germany is there, 
Italy is there. There is not a nation in 
the world that does not engage in ex
tensive commerce with Cuba. 

Now, it would seem to be as a matter 
of common sense that if, indeed, we 
want to establish our influence in the 
hemisphere and particularly on the 
island of Cuba, then we have to be 
there to do it. 

What the Senator from Montana 
suggests in no way establishes diplo
matic relations. It does not relieve the 
isolation of which I have spoken. It in 
no way allows CUban exports into the 
United States. It very simply permits 
the export of agricultural products 
from the United States to Cuba. What 
a modest first step. 

So everyone understands the posi
tion of this Senator, which is not the 
position of the Senator from Montana, 
my feeling is we will deal with that 
Communist threat and will get the 
Communists off the island much 
faster if we do establish diplomatic re
lations, if we do permit American tour
ists, if you will, to invade CUba, not 
the CIA. 

That is a far cry from what is being 
presented. Now, sooner or later this 
placing ourselves into a vacuum is 

going to evolve into something a good 
deal more serious than the isolation of 
these two neighbors and the perma
nent residency of the Soviets on the 
island of CUba. Then there will be a 
real price to be paid. 

I hope that this amendment will 
mark the beginning of a sensible for
eign policy as between the United 
States and Cuba. Nobody is here to 
speak for the transgressions of the 
Cuban Government. That is not the 
issue. The issue is what is in our best 
interests. It is as if in this debate I 
chose not to come to the floor to 
debate my friends, Senators HELMS, 
CHILES, and whoever else might be 
with them, but, rather, chose to make 
radio addresses from my office in the 
Russell Building. It is an exact paral
lel. If you do not like the Soviet pres
ence, if you do not like the policies of 
the CUban Government, then get into 
the fight there and compete with 
them. 

I have no doubt that the Cuban 
people themselves far pref er the 
United States and the American 
people than they do the Soviet Union 
or the Soviets that reside on the 
island. But so far we have so manufac
tured it that the only people they see 
are the Soviets. 

I am sure there will be further 
debate on this matter. I do not mean 
to take any more time. The Senator 
from Montana deserves a vote on this 
amendment. But this very modest, 
small step, which actually is, I might 
say again, in our financial interests
the exportation of our agricultural 
products-I think does carry with it a 
little opening, which hopefully might 
be expanded, into a normal relation
ship between these two nations. 

Now, if the final resolution of the 
problem is going to be military and is 
going to be conflict, fine, just keep 
going the way we are going. But I 
think something else is deserving of 
being tried. But what I think also is 
just as important is that the foreign 
policy of the United States not be 
made subject to a particular brand of 
politics, be it philosophical or regional. 

Mr. President, I support the amend
ment of the distinguished Senator 
from Montana. 

I want to make one further state
ment. If there are other amendments 
that are going to fly on the heels of 
this one, then we are going to have 
ourselves a good old-fashioned debate. 
I think we are at the end of the line at 
this Cuban-bashing routine. Somebody 
has got to start to explain the alterna
tives to the American people. It is not 
the present policy or nothing. Is there 
anybody in this body or outside of it 
that is afraid to compete either in 
terms of agricultural products or phar
maceutical products or education 
know-how or medical know-how? 

Is anybody afraid to compete with 
the Soviets? I am not. But to this 

point the competition does not take 
place because the United States does 
not come on the playing field, all so 
that we can satisfy our angers and our 
frustrations relative to our neighbors 
to the south. 

So I want to make it clear that, as 
others have indicated, this will not be 
the last word to be said on the matter 
of CUba, and I would hope that the 
whole matter, very frankly, does not 
impede the passage of this trade bill. I 
think we ought to be through with 
this and let us get on to other things. I 
hope everybody has noted that we in
jected ourselves I think about in every 
single nation in the world in the 
course of this bill. I thought we were 
here to try to remedy some of the 
problems we had instead of trying to 
go ahead and impose ourselves on ev
erybody else. 

But be that as it may, the policy of 
food exportation I think is a small but 
an important first step and I hope the 
amendment would pass. Indeed, if the 
reasoning that opposes the amend
ment of the Senator from Montana is 
valid, then we should not be sending 
food anywhere in the world, not to 
Poland, not to the Soviet Union, not 
anywhere. But, of course, we do. All of 
a sudden this has become a litmus 
test, the issue of United States rela
tions. It has nothing to do with reali
ty. As I say, the facts prove that. It is 
a litmus test for certain philosophies 
and certain politics. That is not suffi
cient for what I consider to be a bad 
foreign policy and I hope the amend
ment of the Senator from Montana 
passes. 

Mr. CHILES. Madam President, I 
rise to speak against the amendment. 

My good friend from Montana usual
ly exhibits great wisdom, and I respect 
his wisdom in many areas with respect 
to trade, in which he has worked very 
hard, in areas of fiscal matters having 
to do with the budget, and in many 
other areas. But I think he has a mis
guided policy in this amendment. 

I listened to the remarks of my good 
friend from Connecticut and know 
that he holds strong views on this sub
ject. 

Madam President, to say that be
cause our embargo has not brought 
Cuba to its knees, we have to lift it or 
that we have to say that it is a failed 
policy, really takes a little examina
tion. If we carry that a little further, 
we might look at an agreement that 
we came to with CUba at the time of 
the missile crisis. The basis of that 
agreement was that we would not use 
military force against CUba in an at
tempt to topple the CUban Govern
ment, if the CUban Government, in 
tum, would not export revolution. 

What has happened to that agree
ment? Has it been honored? Has it 
been followed? Well, hardly. Cuban 
troops have been introduced in numer-
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ous nations. Terrorists and revolution
aries are trained in Angola, and in 
Nicaragua. We see a country that has 
totally dishonored an agreement. Yet, 
the United States has not tried to use 
its military force. 

We find, on the other hand, that 
Cuba tends to subvert its own people. 
We need only look at the human 
rights violations-one of the worst 
records of any country in the world in 
that regard; political prisoners held 
for 25 and 30 years. There is a recep
tion being held in the Capitol today, I 
believe, for Armando Valladares, who 
was held in prison for over 20 years as 
a political prisoner. We see that hap
pening constantly. 

What will an amendment like this 
say? It says: "We are going to reward 
you for your conduct. We are going to 
give you a little badge. You have done 
so well in what you are doing, in send
ing your troops, your military advisers, 
your arms, your weapons, and your 
subversion into other lands that we 
are going to turn around and say we 
made a mistake in saying that we were 
going to quarantine or impose an em
bargo on Cuba. That is all a mistake." 

Why are we saying that? Because we 
want to sell a little wheat to Cuba. We 
are not talking about something that 
is going to enrich the American 
farmer. It will make very little differ
ence, if any at all. But it will send a 
tremendous signal the other way. 

Yes, the Senator from Connecticut is 
right: The Senator from Florida and 
others are trying to make that embar
go work a little better, and we do have 
an amendment we are going to pose, to 
make it work a little better. We are 
going to try to say to some of our trad
ing partners: "Don't bring your ships 
to trade with us at the same time you 
call on a country like Cuba. That is 
what we are attempting to do, bring 
Cuba back into the community of na
tions, to act like a civilized nation, to 
give some kind of human freedoms, to 
allow some kind of plurality within its 
own country, some kind of freedom of 
the press and religion and assembly, 
some basic human rights, and treat its 
neighbors properly. Those are the 
things we are trying to say. 

Is that wrong? Is that a bad policy 
for the United States to pursue? If it 
has not totally worked to date, do we 
throw it out the window and say that 
we scrap it and now we are going to 
reward CUba? That is the signal this 
amendment would send. Because we 
want to sell a little wheat, we would 
now say: "We will open a little hole in 
the embargo and we will sell you a 
little wheat. That is Just a little 
reward we give you because of the 
troops you sent to Angola, because of 
the subversion and the havoc you 
work in Nicaragua, because of the mili
tary advisers you send down there, be
cause you have opened your harbors 
at times for a safe haven for some 

drug smugglers who could slip away 
from our Coast Guard and go into 
those harbors, because we see docu
ments where high Cuban officials 
have even participated in the narcotics 
trade and in the weapons trade. We 
are going to give you a little reward 
for that. We are going to let you have 
a little grain. We are going to ship a 
little more grain to you." 

Is that a good signal to send? That is 
not the kind of thing a leading democ
racy like the United States should do. 
Because our policy has not toppled the 
government, should we say it is a 
failed policy? I say let us tighten the 
noose a little. Let us try to do some
thing that would set that policy more 
right. Let us not signal that we are 
going to give some kind of reward, a 
badge of honor, by allowing grain to 
be shipped to Cuba. 

I do not believe that when you really 
get down to it, that is the kind of 
policy that agriculture in the United 
States wants to follow. I do not think 
it is going to make any great differ
ence in the amount of grain they are 
going to ship. I hope this amendment 
will not be adopted. I hope, in turn, 
that the Senate will follow on and try 
to see that we make this policy work, 
by tightening up a little on some of 
our trading partners and showing 
them that we do not totally welcome 
their commerce with a nation that we 
are trying to bring back into the fold, 
that we are trying to get to allow some 
kind of freedoms, trying to get to re
spect basic human rights and treat po
litical prisoners in a proper way. 

I hope we will take my amendment 
and see if we can send a little better 
message. 

I think information is now getting to 
Cuba. There is some truthful news 
going in there. We are seeing a rank
ing officer of Cuba who thinks there 
are plenty of problems in Cuba now, as 
people are beginning to understand. 
They are afraid to bring bodies back 
from Angola. They do not want to 
have those bodies coming back in. 
They do not want to show those cas
kets. They do not have their war on 
television, as we had in Vietnam. They 
do not show what happened. For the 
first time, some of that information is 
beginning to get back, as to what is 
going on there. 

It is not the time for us to cut and 
run. It is not the time for us to say we 
are going to weaken our policy, that 
we are going to open it up, that we are 
going to give a little reward. 

I hope we will not accept this 
amendment, and that, in turn, we will 
adopt an amendment that is going to 
be offered that would strengthen our 
policy. 

The PRF.BIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, 
before we move to a vote, I suspect the 
Senator from North Carolina at the 

appropriate time might move to table 
the amendment. 

Before we move to a vote, I think it 
is important that we clean up a mis
conception left on the floor that this 
amendment, if adopted, is going to 
reward Cuba. 

The fact is, as I mentioned earlier 
and as the Senator from Connecticut 
mentioned today, no other country 
embargoes trade with Cuba. Today the 
United States deprives itself of sales of 
agricultural products to Cuba. Cuba 
buys those same agricultural products 
from Canada, those same agricultural 
products from Argentina, those same 
agricultural products from a whole 
host of other countries. The United 
States is the only country which em
bargoes agricultural exports to Cuba. 

So, today, when Canada sells wheat 
at $2.74 a bushel to Cuba, when Ar
gentina sells wheat to Cuba at $2.74 a 
bushel because $2.74 is the world price 
today, the only people who are hurt 
are American farmers who are de
prived of sales at $2. 7 4 a bushel to 
Cuba. 

This amendment has no economic 
effect on Cuba. The present embargo 
has no economic effect on Cuba. The 
passage of this amendment would 
have no economic effect on Cuba be
cause this amendment addresses only 
those agricultural products which the 
President determines not to threaten 
the United States security if sold to 
Cuba and also which are freely avail
able to Cuba from other countries. 

So there cannot be by definition any 
reward if this amendment passes be
cause all of these products are already 
freely available to Cuba. The only 
effect of present policy is to hurt 
American farmers. Boy, we know how 
American farmers need help and des
perately need to sell more products 
overseas. 

I have not heard one Senator on the 
floor yet dispute that underlying fact, 
that no other country embargoes sales 
to Cuba. The United States is the only 
country. That fact is undisputed. 

I think it is important to underline 
the point of the Senator from Con
necticut that there are a few very 
vocal people who have made this a 
litmus test that has absolutely no 
bearing to reality or to the facts, zero. 

It is important, I think, to recognize 
that and to, therefore, not hurt Ameri
can farmers. 

There are many agricultural groups 
that support this. 

Madam President, I wish to say that 
the Senator from Indiana, Senator 
LUGAR, supports this amendment. The 
Senator from Indiana is the ranking 
member of the Agriculture Committee· 
and has had very extensive service on 
the Foreign Relations Committee. He 
supports this amendment because it is 
a sensible amendment. 
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I urge the Senate to take this small 

step in favor of facts and reality and 
not stick our heads in the sand as os
triches and maintain a present policy 
that prohibits exports of agricultural 
products to Cuba. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from North Carolina. 
Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I 

thank you very much for recognizing 
me. 

Senator CHILES has made the case 
eloquently. He gave all of the right 
reasons for tabling this amendment. 

Madam President, I move to table 
and ask for the yeas and nays on the 
underlying amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from North Carolina to 
lay on the table the amendment of the 
Senator from Montana. 

On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
BIDEN], the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GoREl, and the Senator from Illi
nois [Mr. SIMON] are necessarily 
absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is absent 
because of death in the family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER [Mr. 
RocKEFELLERl. Are there any other 
Senators in the Chamber desiring to 
vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 71, 
nays 25, as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 191 Leg.] 

Armstrong 
Bent.sen 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Bradley 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
D'Amato 
DeConcini 
Dixon 
Dole 
Domenici 
Duren berger 
Evans 
Ford 
Fowler 
Garn 
Glenn 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 

Adams 
Baucus 
Bond 
Boechwitz 
Breaux 
Bumpel'B 
Burdick 
Conrad 
Cranston 

YEAS-71 
Hatch 
Hecht 
Heflin 
Heinz 
Helms 
Hollings 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Kerry 
Lau ten berg 
Levin 
Lugar 
McCain 
McClure 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 

NAYS-25 
Danforth 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Exon 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Karnes 
Kennedy 
Leahy 

Packwood 
Proxmire 
Quayle 
Reid 
Riegle 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sanford 
Sar banes 
Sasser 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Trible 
Wallop 
Warner 
Wilson 

Mat.sunaga 
Melcher 
Metzenbaum 
Pell 
Pressler 
Weick.er 
Wirth 

NOT VOTING-4 
Biden Pryor 
Gore Simon 

So the motion to lay on the table 
amendment No. 503 was agreed to. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion to table the amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we 
have order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Senators will please take their seats 
or retire to the Cloakrooms. 

The majority leader. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I do not 

see the Republican leader but the as
sistant Republican leader is here. 

Mr. President, I asked the chief 
whip, Mr. CRANSTON, and the chief 
deputy and others on this side to assist 
in trying to get some Senators to come 
to the floor and call up their amend
ments and also get a list of the amend
ments that really are still to be called 
up. It might be possible to get some 
idea of possible time agreements that 
might be entered into with respect to 
each or all of the amendments. 

I would hope that everyone will co
operate with our whips because I 
think if we are going to be able to 
finish this bill at all this week-if not 
tomorrow night-we will have to make 
better progress than we have made 
today, though we have had one or two 
amendments that were quite contro
versial and I guess we had to vote on 
them at some point or other. 

I also express the hope that Sena
tors who are not absolutely bound to 
call up amendments would simply not 
call their amendments up. It is obvious 
that if those amendments are going to 
be surrounded in controversy and take 
up a lot of the time, in the final analy
sis they may not be going anywhere 
anyhow. I express the hope that Sena
tors will give some thought to not call
ing up such amendments and letting 
the Senate get on with action on this 
bill and complete action on it. 

For those who have not heard me al
ready say so, I will say again that if 
the Senate completes its action on the 
trade bill and the extension of the 
debt limit by the close of business to
morrow evening, and that will prob
ably be late, then the Senate will not 
be in this coming Friday. The Senate 
is not going to be in Thursday because 
some Senators and the leadership on 
both sides of the aisle and both sides 
on the Hill are going to Philadelphia 
on Thursday to participate in an event 
related to the Constitution of the 
United States. We are scheduled to be 
in on Friday. 

In any event, I am simply saying 
that if we can complete action on 
those two items by the close of busi
ness tomorrow night, we will not be in 
on Friday. 

Mr. DIXON. I wanted to report to 
the majority leader that I felt pessi
mistic about getting to the end of this 
roll. In my duty as deputy whip, I 
called all in my section and may I 
advise the leader that we had six Sen
ators listed with a good number of 
amendments. If my information is ac
curate, however, it may very well be 
there will only be one contested 
amendment among my group in my 
section. The sponsor of that is willing 
to limit debate to about 40 minutes on 
each side if he can get an up-or-down 
vote. 

I am saying that it looks like one of 
the sections on our side of the four 
sections is really down to one contest
ed amendment. The rest have been 
either agreed to or dropped. I feel op
timistic that others may be getting 
this kind of report on our side-and I 
see the assistant minority leader-it 
might be better than one may antici
pate and we can begin to talk about it 
here. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator for 
his report. It is a good one. 

Let me yield to the assistant Repub
lican leader. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the leader. I 
am certainly ready to report from our 
deputy whips. I am glad to have this 
system. It is a dazzling system that we 
are using this year. It works. It gives 
us a better opportunity to find the lay 
of the land. 

When I visited with Senator CRAN
STON I can tell you that we are pre
pared to give you a list of the amend
ments and those that can be closed off 
and locked away. I think the principal 
thing for us to state is that we would 
hope that we do not go into diversion 
on Kuwaiti reflagging, which we think 
should be handled separately from the 
trade bill. We are ready to present you 
with a list of amendments. I have 
every reason to feel, as with each 
major bill, many will fall away as we 
proceed and you set a timetable for us. 

We are prepared to accommodate 
and prepared to do the work. I will get 
to the majority whip a list of those 
people who are really ready to go. We 
will round them up and see that they 
are ready, knowing there is an oppor
tunity to exit and enjoy the constitu
tional activity in Philadelphia. 

We are ready and I can present you 
with that list, with the assurance that 
we just do not go into diversions such 
as taking place before. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the assistant Republican leader for his 
prognosis of what is being done on the 
other side and what his expectations 
are. I thank him for his cooperation. I 
feel in this way we can make progress. 
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I wish to express appreciation for his 
efforts. 

The chief whip on this side of the 
aisle shortly will be able to present 
me. hopefully. with the amendments 
that we can present to the Senate and 
hopefully get some kind of agreement 
in relation thereto. 

I yield to the Senator from Texas. 
Mr. BENTSEN. So far as the juris

diction of the Finance Committee. we 
see 11 amendments that we think 
Members are serious about, Democrats 
and Republicans. Most of those have 
been worked out to where I think 
there will be no objection to them and 
we will accept them. We have made 
substantial progress since the major 
amendments are out of the way. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. Leader. I want 
to add that we have not completed our 
work over here yet but we are working 
very hard to narrow down the number 
of amendments. We have eliminated 
many. We will have a list very shortly. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank my friend. 
I yield to the Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. I would like to 

direct this to the assistant minority 
leader since the question of Kuwaiti 
reflagging was brought up. I wonder if 
there has been any agreement be
tween the assistant minority leader 
and the majority leader on a time 
more or less certain to address the 
issue of reflagging in the Persian Gulf 
or is that to take place at some neces
sarily indefinite time? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President. I 
think we agreed to an accommodation 
where that could be a freestanding 
amendment. It has not been discussed 
between myself and the majority 
leader. but perhaps the minority 
leader and majority leader have dis
cussed it. That would be something I 
would hope we could try to arrange in 
a freestanding mode. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Will that neces
sarily be on some piece of priority leg
islation? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President. I 
cannot respond. I do not know of the 
timing of that particular amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. May I say to the able 
Senator from Alaska that the cloture 
vote will occur tomorrow under the 
rules at around 10:30. I would be 
happy to enter into any agreement 
with the leadership on the other side 
to set that vote at 10:30 if it would be 
agreeable to the leadership on the 
other side. The cloture motion was en
tered last Friday. The only way that 
the Senate can avoid that vote would 
be by unanimous consent. That is the 
hour I have in mind for the vote. at 
10:30. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Would the Sen
ator entertain a freestanding amend
ment? 

Mr. BYRD. I have not thought 
about it and I have not discussed it. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. It is not my in
tention to object. but it would be my 

intention to bring that up at that time 
to obtain a unanimous consent for the 
amendment. I notify the leaders of my 
intent to do that. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator. I 
believe we have now had four or five 
votes in relation to the reflaggtng. We 
will have another one tomorrow. 
It has been my hope that we could 

desist insofar as the trade bill is con
cerned and get on with the trade bill. 
We will have had a sufficient number 
of votes, I think. That may not be the 
will of the Senate but I am still hope
ful that we can do that and avoid get
ting into a good many other amend
ments that are really not related to 
this trade bill. 

I have been guilty of calling up an 
amendment myself. Others have 
called up other amendments. But I 
think there comes a time when we 
really need to get down to business on 
the trade bill and try to wind it up. 
That is my thought. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. If I may re
spond to the majority leader. I certain
ly agree. The discussion has been 
whether we should or should not 
reflag. We have been into the 90-day 
period. My proposal is a very simple 
one, that we use U.S. merchant tank
ers in the same manner that the Sovi
ets have chartered their vessels in 
Kuwait. the same manner in which 
the British have, so it is a new twist, if 
you will. Mr. President, to provide an
other alternative that I think war
rants some consideration. I thank the 
majority leader. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator. I 
would be one who would probably sup
port his proposal. I do think we are 

·going to have to, however, settle down 
on this bill at some point and stop of
fering amendments that are not relat
ed. But it is the right of any Senator 
to do otherwise. 

Mr. President, there have been some 
questions as to whether or not we 
should provide a window this evening. 
I do not think we should. I recognize 
the inconvenience it will cause to Sen
ators and the managers of the bill, but 
it might be better if we could stay 
close and get a bowl of soup or a few 
crackers or look at a little brown paper 
bag that some may bring and stay 
close so we can make progress as much 
as possible. We usually do try to pro
vide a window when we are in late, but 
in this instance when we are trying to 
complete the business tomorrow 
eventDg, hoping that we can also com
plete action on the debt limit, I hope 
that I will have the understanding and 
cooperation of all Senators in staying. 

Now, I cannot keep somebody from 
getting the floor and talking and cre
ating a window. 

Mr. SIMPSON. May I ask.the major
ity leader, so we try to get to the time
table and before we get to our crackers 
and milk and maybe watery gruel. that 

if cloture were obtained tomorrow on 
this, where do we go from there? 

Mr. BYRD. If cloture is obtained. 
under the rule the matter that is clo
tured will be the business that is 
before the Senate until it is disposed 
of. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, under 
those circumstances I do not see how 
it is possible to attain the objective of 
the majority leader on that particular 
issue. So if we could maybe see that 
the Senator from Alaska is accommo
dated with this tanker amendment on 
the debt extension or some other vehi
cle-and that may be quite a remarka
ble train with a lot of additional cars 
on it when it goes through-the issue 
is we are ready to proceed with the 
trade bill to accommodate these two 
managers and the majority leader. We 
really are. And we present this list of 
amendments. We have canvased these 
people who are submitting them to see 
when they are ready to go-tonight, 
late, if that is the wish, but hopefully 
to direct our energies to the trade bill 
and not these diversions which have 
come not from our side with very 
minor ability OYer here to do that. 

So that is I guess our expression. 
Mr. BYRD. Well, they have not all 

come from this side, but a good many 
have. I will have to say that. Certainly 
I am ready at some point to join with 
the Republican leader, if we may, and 
move to recommit this bill and bring it 
back with instructions to strike all of 
these unrelated amendments. I do not 
know whether or not we will be able to 
agree on that. But we have to find 
some way of getting action on this bill, 
else may I say I would suggest to all 
my friends that we do not schedule 
very many engagements in October. I 
would want us to go home for Thanks
giving and have a few hours with our 
families. But in any event, that is the 
prospect, because the work of the 
people will be done, and it may be that 
we will just have to stay here longer to 
do it. 

Mr. DOLE. Will the majority leader 
yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I believe the able assist
ant leader has the floor. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I would certainly 
yield to the minority leader. 

Mr. DOLE. I wanted to confirm 
what I have been hearing. I think it is 
time we actually did pass the trade 
bill. We have reached a point where 
the leadership may want to join and 
offer a motion to recommit to clean 
off some of these nongermane amend
ments and maybe complete action that 
way. Otherwise, we counted. I do not 
know how many, 70 amendments on 
this side. I am certain they are not all 
going to be offered, but even if you of
fered 10, 15, that would be too many 
to do in 1 day. I think if we want to 
get a trade bill passed, A; B, we want 
to leave for the August recess; C, we 
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want to be home for Thanksgiving, 
there are a lot of incentives-in addi
tion to the fact we have been on it 3 
weeks. That is another. So I think 
there are a number of Senators on 
both sides who may have about 
reached the point where we want to 
strip all those extraneous amendments 
and I would be happy to discuss that 
with the majority leader. 

Mr. BYRD. And perhaps the two 
leaders could join in tabling amend
ments that are unrelated, or at least 
moving to table. I do not know if we 
could table them but moving to table a 
number of those amendments. 

Well, anyhow, this has been a good 
discussion. I am ready to yield the 
floor. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, in the 
hope that this would not cause us to 
be here until Thanksgiving but in the 
feeling that in one part of the country 
that is very hard pressed, it would 
make for a better Thanksgiving by far, 
very shortly it is my intent on behalf 
of myself and Senator GRAMM and sev
eral other Senators, Senators JOHN
STON, BENTSEN, DOLE, DOMENIC!, 
BINGAMAN, NICKLES, PRYOR, SIMPSON, 
BUMPERS, STEVENS, BREAUX, BAUCUS, 
w ALLOP, MURKOWSKI, and MELcHER to 
offer an amendment that would cor
rect what has been a serious mistake 
in the law and a serious mistake in tax 
policy. That amendment would repeal 
the so-called windfall profit tax. This 
tax has been on the books now and 
has proven to be a mistake. For the 
past several years it has simply in
creased the paperwork burden, the bu
reaucratic burden both to the private 
sector, which is struggling for its very 
existence, and to the Government 
itself without collecting any revenues 
whatsoever. 

During the period of time in which 
it was collecting revenues, it succeeded 
in making less capital available for 
energy exploration and the develop
ment of additional reserves in this 
country and as a result our production 
today is 800,000 barrels per day of 
crude oil less than it would have been 
if the tax had never been imposed. I 
do not need to explain to my col
leagues the devastation that is now 
taking place in the domestic energy 
sector or the impact that it is having 
on the security of this Nation. 

In July 1985, the price of oil was 
around $31 per barrel and we had over 
2,000 rigs looking for oil and natural 
gas in the United States. As a nation 
in July 1985 we were importing ap
proximately 24 percent of our energy 
needs from foreign sources, with only 
45,000 barrels per day from Saudi 
Arabia. Now the United States is im
porting almost 45 percent of our 
energy needs from foreign sources, in
cluding over 700,000 barrels per day 
from Saudi Arabia-over a 1,500-per
cent increase. The price of crude oil 
fell to a low of $9.75 and is now strug-

gling to maintain some stability over 
$19. We have seen unemployment 
Jump into the double digits in Oklaho
ma, Texas, and Louisiana. These, how
ever, are not the most important indi
cators. The most ominous figure I can 
imagine for the United States' energy 
future is our domestic rig count. From 
a high of over 4,500 Just a short 6 
years ago, the U.S. rig count fell to an 
all time low of 663 on July 14, 1986. 
Today the rig count is barely over 860. 

What then does the future hold? 
Our ability to produce over the next 3 
or 4 years has already been deter
mined. If we could barely replace re
serves with 4,500 rigs operating, it 
should be obvious what will happen to 
our production with only 820 rigs ac
tively looking for oil and natural gas. 
Our ability to produce beyond the 
short term must be questioned. Four 
years ago there were over 7 ,000 stu
dents pursuing degrees in geology, pe
troleum engineering, and geophysics. 
Last fall that number had dropped to 
3,000. This fall that number is expect
ed to drop again. Where will the next 
generation or technicians come from? 
Are we even willing to spend the 
money necessary to develop the next 
generation of technology? If we are 
not careful, as a nation we will soon 
find ourselves in the very same trap 
that was laid for us during the Arab 
oil embargo in 1973. 

And so Mr. President where does 
that leave us? In my opinion we have 
but one option for the sqort term. We 
must preserve existing domestic pro
duction. We are not proposing today 
that we establish new incentives to 
drill for mqre oil. Rather, we are only 
suggesting ways that might keep the 
stripper well in Kansas, the heavy oil 
well in California, or even the natural 
gas well in Michigan operational and 
flowing. 

During a recent hearing before my 
Subcommittee on Energy and Agricul
tural Taxation I asked the question 
"what will happen to future produc
tion if the windfall profit tax is not re
pealed"? Under a conservative price 
scenario the so-called windfall profit 
tax will result in the loss of over 800 
million barrels of domestic crude oil 
reserves over the next decade. If prices 
were to rise $10 per barrel, then it is 
estimated that over 2.4 billion barrels 
of reserves will not be developed. 

As a result of this tax U.S. produc
tion today is over 800,000 barrels per 
day of crude oil less than it would 
have been if the tax had never been 
imposed. Nevertheless, repeal of the 
tax will have significant positive ef
fects on the development of future do
mestic production capacity. Even in 
cases where price recovery is modest, 
repeal would ffiduce significant reduc
tions in the rate decline in domestic oil 
production, with the significance of 
this effect increasing with the price of 
oil. Far more importantly, however, 

repeal of the tax would remove a seri
ous impediment to the development of 
an effective domestic supply response 
to the expected tightening of world oil 
markets in the 1990's. 

Mr. President, it is going to take 
years for the domestic energy industry 
to recover from the devastation and 
destruction of the last 3 or 4 years. 
The supply industry has been totally 
crippled. It is barely able to continue 
to exist. It has been more than cut in 
half. It is going to take years to re
build the supply and service sector and 
the drilling sector, which are badly 
needed if this country is going to meet 
the energy challenge in the future. 

It is going to take hundreds of mil
lions of dollars to restore any degree 
of health to the independent produc
ing sector of the energy industry. We 
must not deprive that sector of the 
ability to recoup that the prices do 
stabilize. 

It is important that we send at this 
time a signal to the domestic industry, 
particularly those who give credit and 
make capital investments, that the in
dependent producing sector and the 
supply and service sector of that great 
industry will have some opportunity in 
the future to regain health, after the 
period of time through which they 
have Just passed. 

That is why I will make a motion 
shortly, on behalf of Senator GRAMM, 
myself, and others I have named, to 
allow us to present this amendment, to 
put aside the pending amendment, so 
that this important matter can be con
sidered by the Senate and so that the 
Senate can work its will. The Senate 
has gone on record in the past in favor 
of repeal of the windfall profit tax. My 
colleague from Oklahoma offered such 
an amendment to the debt limit meas
ure previously. It was adopted by the 
last Senate. 

I am optimistic that the Senate, 
seeing the situation we now face, the 
alarming dependence upon foreign 
sources, will decide that it is time to 
take a tax off the books that is applied 
not on production by the major inter
national oil companies, on production 
offshore, but only on production by 
those companies that are struggling to 
stay in operation, especially those in 
the independent sector in the United 
States. 

It is time for this trade bill to strike 
a blow for trade equity by taking away 
a tax that we simply imposed on do
mestic producers. It is time we stop en
couraging those in the industry to 
move their production offshore. 

Mr. President, I will be happy to 
yield for comments by my distin
guished colleague from Texas, before I 
lodge this request. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I thank. 
the distinguished Senator from Okla
homa for yielding. I am happy to join 
him in this bipartisan effort to repeal 
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the windfall profit tax. I should like to 
make several points relative to the 
proposed amendment. 

First, there may be some who say: 
"What does repealing the windfall 
profit tax have to do with the trade 
bill?" 

I hope that people will look at the 
fact that 20 percent of the trade defi
cit, which is the problem we wish to 
address here, comes from oil alone; 
that we have seen a 7 .5-percent in
crease in oil imports during the first 6 
months of 1987. By repealing the 
windfall profit tax, we take a c:>ld, wet 
blanket off incentives for increased do
mestic oil production. 

Second, I should like to make the 
point that we are not talking about 
any budget impact. I have a letter 
from the Congressional Budget Office, 
signed by Acting Director Edward 
Gramlich, that responds to my ques
tion as to whether or not a budgetary 
impact would arise due to the adop
tion of the amendment that will be 
pending when it is offered by the Sen
ator from Oklahoma, for himself, for 
me, and for others. 

In response to my question, the 
Acting Director of the Congressional 
Budget Office says: 

We believe that under current economic 
assumptions, this amendment would have 
no revenue effect relative to the CBO base
line. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have this letter printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 

Washington, DC, July 14, 1987. 
Hon. PHIL GRAIDI, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR: This letter is in response to 
your request of July 10, 1987 for the Con
gressional Budget Office to estimate the 
budget effects of your amendment to S. 
1420, the Omnibus Trade Bill of 1987. 

Your amendment would repeal the wind
fall profit tax, effective on the day of enact
ment. We believe that under current eco
nomic assumptions, this amendment would 
have no revenue effect relative to the CBO 
baseline. 

If you have any questions, please feel free 
to call me or you may wish to have your 
staff contact Marianne Page at 226-2720. 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD M. GRAJILICH, 

Acting Director. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, we are 
basically talking about an action that 
does not cost any money because the 
windfall profit tax is not collecting 
any revenue. We have estimates of 
Government expenditures on paper
work to keep records for the imposi
tion of a tax that, because of the low 
price of oil, is not being collected. In 
fact, I think a case could be made that 
we could lower the deficit by repealing 
this tax and thereby eliminate not just 

the cost to the taxpayer for keeping 
these records, but also eliminate the 
cost to the producers, to the royalty 
owners as well, costs that are estimat
ed to total nearly $100 million a dead
weight burden cost of over $100 mil
lion on the American economy for rec
ordkeeping, paperwork, accountants, 
lawyers; all spent in the name of a tax 
that is not being collected. 

Finally, I wish my colleagues to 
think about the fact that this tax is a 
disincentive to produce oil. In looking 
at trying to keep old oil in production 
longer, to maintain stripper wells, to 
maintain our ability to produce oil 
here at home, repeal of this tax will 
have a positive incentive. Even though 
prices today are not high enough so 
that we affect the CBO baseline, by 
repealing this tax, when an operator is 
looking at drilling a well, projecting 
into the future, hoping for better 
days, looking at the potential for 
higher prices in the future; today, he 
has to take into account that if prices 
go up, there will be a confiscatory 
excise tax on that increase in prices. 
The imposition of this tax has to be 
factored into the decision as to wheth
er or not a well is drilled today. 

I think there is unanimity of opinion 
that we want to produce more Ameri
can oil. With our dependence on Per
sian Gulf oil having tripled in the last 
2 years, I think it is important that we 
do all we can to encourage the produc
tion of oil here at home. 

There 'is great debate in this body 
and throughout the country as to 
what we ought to do to stimulate do
mestic oil production. The debate asks 
whether we ought to approach the 
problem from the point of view of an 
oil import fee or whether we ought to 
have tax incentives. On one issue 
there is no real disagreement. There is 
unanimity of opinion among those 
who want to increase domestic oil pro
duction that the one thing we ought 
to do-and we ought to do it soon-is 
to repeal the windfall profit tax. 

I think it is important that this 
amendment be adopted. I commend 
my distinguished colleague from Okla
homa for joining me in this bipartisan 
effort, and Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent to add, STEVE SYMMs as 
a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Texas. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I 

commend my colleagues, Senator 
BOREN and Senator GRAMM, on the 
work that we have done together on 
this issue. I have been fighting for 
repeal of the windfall profit tax ever 
since the words were first uttered. I re
alize that, at the time in 1979 when oil 
prices shot up and the industry was 
making a lot of money, there were 
those who saw this as the right re
sponse, but I also remember the mar
ket's response to those prices. You saw 

the industry respond by drilling a lot 
more wells. You saw unprecedented 
conservation efforts in this country. 
You saw our country become more in
dependent insofar as oil production is 
concerned and less dependent on for
eign oil. 

The real issue today, it seems to me, 
is whether this industry should have 
the same incentives for investment 
and risk taking as other industries or 
whether it should be treated different
ly from other industries. You now 
have an industry that from a domestic 
standpoint is in financial trouble. You 
see over 80 percent of the drilling rigs 
in this country stacked on the ground. 
You have a situation where, as my 
friend from Oklahoma stated, you 
have fewer students studying geology 
and petroleum engineering. You do 
not tum these things around over
night. It is not just a matter of turn
ing on valves that have been turned 
off. 

I was talking to a member of the 
Cabinet the other day and he said, 
"Senator, it really is not a serious 
problem. All you have to do is go back 
out there and tum on those valves 
again." But it is not true. You do not 
just go back and tum on the valves on 
stripper wells. Once they are capped it 
is gone forever. An enormous loss of 
the reserves of this country is taking 
place. 

The problem you run into is that 
this is a high-risk business, a business 
in which we have seen prices go as low 
as $10 a barrel over the last 2 years. 
Then we tum around and say "Go out 
and take that high risk in the hope 
that prices go up-but if they go up, 
we are going to treat you differently 
from any other industry. We are going 
to put a 70-percent tax on you. We are 
going to take away the incentive for 
you to take those risks." 

What we are asking for today is that 
this business be treated the same as 
any other international business, 
whether you are talking about steel, or 
whether you are talking about copper, 
or whether you are talking about 
orange juice or anything else traded 
internationally. Why is this industry, 
of all industries, supposed to be dis
criminated against and treated differ
ently when we are talking about the 
lifeblood of the economy of this coun
try-what keeps its industry running? 
We are looking at a situation where in 
the late 1985 we were down as low as 
27 percent in our dependence on for
eign oil. Then we saw oil imports go to 
36 percent and in some months this 
year as high as 40 percent, and we 
hear renowned scientists like Dr. 
Fisher at the University of Texas tell
ing us that it is going over 50 percent 
in the next 2 or 3 years. That is the 
kind of dependence on foreign oil we 
are talking about. 
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My distinguished colleague from 

Texas, Senator GRAMM, has said that 
the repeal of the windfall profit tax is 
revenue neutral, and that is true. We 
have checked and confirmed that the 
repeal of the windfall profit tax has 
no effect on the budget. But there cer
tainly is an effect on drilling in this 
country and I tell you it's not good. 

The accounting losts alone of the 
windfall profit tax have a negative 
effect on drilling. It costs producers 
approximately $100 million in account
ing costs in trying to decide whether it 
is tier 1, tier 2, or tier 3 oil, whether it 
is or isn't a stripper well, whether you 
have the right lease involved and so 
forth. The money now paying for 
those accounting costs, $100 million of 
it, could be spent on enhanced recov
ery, could be spent on exploratory 
drilling. That would help oil reserves 
of this country. That is what we are 
trying to bring about. 

My deep concern, and what always 
worries me about this issue, is that it 
is looked on as a regional issue instead 
of a national issue. It ought to be a 
concern to every Member of the 
Senate regardless of the State and re
gardless of whether there is or is not 
production in his State. 

Sure, you can get a short-term result 
that maybe is beneficial to a consum
ing State and not a producing State, 
but I promise you in the long term we 
are in this fight together and we are 
together in our concerns for over
dependence on foreign oil and Persian 
Gulf oil. That's where you have all the 
surge capacity for additional produc
tion. It is not in Mexico, it is not in 
Canada, and it is not in Venezuela. It 
is the Persian Gulf where we are going 
to see at least 70 percent of our in
creased imports come from. That's 
why increased dependence on foreign 
oil means increased dependence on 
Persian Gulf oil. That is why it is im
portant that we try to say: "If some
one is willing to take the risk, if he is 
willing to go out and try to find the 
new reserves in a mature oil-producing 
country, then do not take all the 
profit away if the fellow happens to 
hit it." If you do, he's not going to 
take that risk. 

It is tough enough to get capital in
volved in drilling for oil and gas in this 
country now. It is only going to get 
much worse if we let this situation 
continue to deteriorate. Mr. President, 
repeal of the windfall profit tax is rev
enue neutral and it eliminates, a tax 
that is an unfair burden and a dis
criminatory burden on this particular 
industry. That's why I say that the 
time has come to repeal the windfall 
profit tax. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, in 
the Senate Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources we have held a 
series of hearings around the country 

and in Washington on the coming 
energy crisis. There is no doubt that it 
will be a crisis. There is no doubt that 
it will inflict severe financial pain on 
Americans of all classes, all geographic 
sections. The real question is how 
much deprivation in addition to finan
cial crisis will there be? 

The question also is the degree of 
the financial pinch, of the economic 
pinch to this country. 

Mr. President, as part of our hear
ings we have examined the figures 
about drilling in this country. These 
figures are available to everyone and 
are undisputed, and that is that the 
rig count in this country is now only a 
fraction of what it was 7 years ago. It 
is, if I recall the proportion, about one 
third the number of rigs are working 
today that were working Just in 1981. 

Now, the implications of that are, 
Mr. President, that if we do not 
change things the direction will con
tinue downward and the ability of the 
country to produce oil and gas when 
needed will not be there. 

What it means in human terms, Mr. 
President, is bankruptcies abounding 
all throughout the oil country. Com
panies that are now in what we call 
the service industry, that produce 
drilling bits, drill pipe, drilling mud, 
board, roads, helicopters, the whole 
vast panoply of service industries, are 
being dismantled bit by bit and piece 
by piece. That came out in such graph
ic and strong terms when we were in 
Lafayette, LA, Mr. President. Thou
sands of people in an indoor dome 
were present at the noon hour, most 
of them unemployed. 

Now if this were a question, Mr. 
President, of the buggy whip industry 
going out of business or the whale oil 
business being replaced by the petrole
um business, we would say that is too 
bad, but in a free enterprise system we 
must let economic Darwinism work be
cause that is how we renew ourselves 
in a free enterprise system. We get rid 
of those businesses which fall by the 
wayside. We replace them with new 
businesses. 

Anybody who thinks, Mr. President, 
that oil and gas is going the way of the 
buggy whip or going the way of whale 
oil has not looked at technological de
velopments or nondevelopments 
lately. There are no plans on the hori
zon to do away with gasoline for the 
motor vehicle. Oh, in the last energy 
crisis, we looked at everything from 
battery-operated cars-aluminum bat
teries were a favorite of mine-and 
indeed maybe we will look at that 
again. Synthetic fuels are another fa
vorite of this Congress. We passed 
that legislation and have since re
pealed it, I think improvidently so. 
But we still relied upon gasoline. We 
will be relying upon gasoline for dec
ades. 

There simply is no substitute. 

Now, the question is, so we want to 
dismantle this industry that is now 
quickly being dismantled so that when 
OPEC oil is no longer available at a 
reasonable price, we can at least rely 
upon our domestic industry to keep 
the slide from getting deeper, from 
getting more pronounced? That is the 
real question. 

Now we held hearings, Mr. Presi
dent, on the question of what price 
would it take to renew domestic drill
ing. The figure that we have come up 
with is $24 a barrel. At $24 a barrel, 
the consensus is that you begin to 
start domestic drilling again. Those 
wells, by the way, that are being 
drilled now are, by and large, must
drill wells, wells, that you must drill in 
order to hold the lease or wells that 
are developed wells, that is, you al
ready discovered your field and you 
are Just putting another straw down 
the same soda. 

But wildcat wells today are almost 
unknown. And in order to begin to 
drill those wells, you must have a price 
of about $24 a barrel. The spot price 
today of oil is less than $20. So we 
have got a good ways to go. 

Where does the windfall profit tax 
figure into this whole thing? Well, it 
figures in in the sense that we are not 
collecting a dime of windfall profix tax 
and yet it is inhibiting not just the 
drilling of wells, it is inhibiting the 
survival of the domestic oil and gas in
dustry. 

I had a man in the drilling business 
from my home town in my office last 
week. He said about 5 years ago his 
business, drilling business, worth $100 
million. He said he could have sold it 
easily. He said today he cannot give it 
away. All he is able to do is take in 
such little Jobs as he can get without 
making a profit, hoping that he can 
hold this business together, which has 
been in business for decades, hoping 
that he can hold it together so that 
when he is called upon later when the 
prices go up that perhaps he will be 
able to make a profit again and keep 
the business going. It is much in doubt 
whether he can survive. 

There is no doubt that a large per
centage of people similarly situated 
have already gone broke and are for
ever lost; if not forever, then these 
particular men are lost and they 
cannot be recalled quickly. 

So the question is: do we want to 
take a step that cost zero dollars, has 
no impact on today's budget, is ques
tionable when, if ever, it would ever be 
collected again, at least not for the 
foreseeable future, whether we want 
to repeal that law that collects no rev
enue in order to actually give an addi
tional incentive? Or, to put it another 
way, to remove a disincentive. It is a 
major disincentive, Mr. President, be
cause, as the oil people sit in their 
rooms collectively to decide whether 
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to drill a well, they will say, "Well at 
today's price we cannot make money. 
But if we hit here maybe that well will 
produce for 10 years. And if it pro
duces for 10 years we could look at 
this kind of projected price level that 
will go up." 

And unquestionably it will go up 
over time. But if they have to figure 
into that equation the windfall profit 
tax, which will take away not the 
windfall but the real profit in the busi
ness, then the chances are that many 
of these wells will not be drilled. And 
with the nondrilllng of these wells, 
then people are simply going to go out 
of business and the domestic oil busi
ness is simply not going to have the 
ability to respond when next we have 
the crunch from OPEC. And the 
crunch will come from OPEC. 

So, Mr. President, I think we ought 
to get a resounding vote on the repeal 
of a tax that is not being collected, but 
which is a major disincentive for drill
ing for oil and gas and a major disin
centive for the survival of the oil and 
gas business. It is a very simple ques
tion. It is a very fundamental ques
tion. I hope the Senate will see it in 
that way and that we will overwhelm
ingly repeal this disincentive for the 
domestic oil and gas industry. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes, indeed. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. I might say to my 

good friend from Louisiana that he 
might recall I was down in his State 
with him for a hearing on this issue, 
not on this particular amendment, but 
on what had happened to the oil and 
gas industry, what had happened to 
those who used to be out in the field 
drilling for oil and gas. And I just 
wanted to ask you if you recall the tes
timony given that day with reference 
to an issue that some Senators might 
not equate with the precipitous drop 
in price, the rig count that went 
almost to nothing? That related to a 
comparison of how much steel was 
used in 1 year in drilling oil and gas 
onshore and offshore by American 
drillers as compared with Ford Motor 
Co. in all of its automobile production. 
Does the Senator remember that? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I remember the 
testimony and the impact it made, but 
I do not remember the figures. I wish 
the Senator would tell us. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I thought it was 
some of the most startling evidence I 
ever heard, and they documented it. If 
you recall, the expert on assessing 
what had happened to the use of steel 
in oil fields, he said that the 1 year fol
lowina the precipitous drop to $9 a 
barrel, we used as much less steel in 1 
year, that year, as all of Ford Motor 
Co., which we equate with a great steel 
user, as they use in all of their produc
tion lines in the United States of 
America. That was the testimony. 

Now, if that is not living evidence 
that anything th.at does not get this 
development back into the field what 
is? If it is not an appropriate part of 
the trade bill that is aimed at putting 
people to work, that is aimed at Amer
ican steel and the lack of our capabil
ity to assume and buy it, to assimilate 
it and buy it and use it, nothing is. 

I believe some might say this amend
ment does not belong on this bill. It 
belongs on this bill. In a few moments, 
when the Senator from Wyoming and 
others who seek the floor have fin
ished, I will show the Senator an abso
lute relationship between price and 
what happens in the field. And obvi
ously, if you raise the price and take 
70 percent of the price and give it to 
the Government under windfall profit, 
obviously you are not going to increase 
the drilling out there in the field that 
is directly related to price. I will dis
cuss that a little later. I thank the 
Senator for yielding for a question. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank the Sena
tor very much for bringing out those 
figures, which are startling and very 
realistic. It is not just the steel indus
try, it is industries all over this coun
try that are dependent on oil and gas 
and that will be again dependent on 
the oil and domestic gas industry. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I 
thank the Chair. 

I compliment the Senators from 
Oklahoma and Texas and others and I 
am glad they saw fit to bring this up. 
It is a matter of competitiveness. It is 
a trade bill matter. 

The argument was made-and I 
think with some credibility-that the 
amendment that the Senator from 
Texas and I offered with regard to the 
trigger point might have made the 
cost of energy in America more expen
sive and therefore was, at least from 
the standpoint of the trade bill, anti
competitive. But in point of fact this 
one provides an incentive in the most 
extraordinary way. simply by eliminat
ing an enormous cost of compliance 
with a tax that raises no money. 

The industry figures that there is 
somewhere around $100 million a year 
spent just in filling out the forms to 
pay no tax. The IRS has some 355 
paid employees who are involved in 
compliance, auditing and other sec
tions, at a cost of $15 million in order 
to administer a tax that collects no 
money. 

Anybody that knows anything about 
horses, if there is any law of diminish
ing returns it is short people and tall 
horses. The shorter you are, the short
er your leg is, the higher from the 
ground your stirrup is and that is 
what this amendment is at this point 
in time. 

The windfall profits tax was enacted 
out of a sense of vengeance and it has 
long since, if it ever had a purpose, 
served it. As a matter of fact, it was 
never related to profit and it is not yet 
related to profit. It is an excise tax, 
misnamed in order to add a little sort 
of public sense of revenge to the tax 
itself. 

Windfall profit. It sounds so evil, but 
whatever it costs anybody to lift a 
barrel of oil from the ground was 
never considered. Only the price that 
was received for it was considered. 

So, if it costs you $24 to lift that 
barrel and the price you receive for it 
was $25, your tax was assessed on the 
differential between, I think it was, a 
$19 base price and $25. Effectively you 
could end up paying more than 100 
percent. 

So what it did was close down wells 
at the same time it discouraged the de
velopment of new wells. That is no 
way to achieve anything. 

What we are looking at here is a pro
vision that is an incentive to the indus
try that does not raise the price of a 
barrel of oil to the consumer of that 
barrel. This is a pretty good bonus 
compared to most of the things that 
are contained in this bill. 

It is not a protectionist provision. It 
is an incentive for production and a 
competitive provision. 

What we are trying to do here is in
crease the ret~ and increase the 
return by decreasing the cost of pro
duction of a barrel. It is every bit as 
good as and probably better than 
simply increasing the price. The con
sumer pays that as well. 

In this instance, we are picking up a 
double-barreled bargain. It fits under 
the idea of competitiveness. It fits 
under the idea of good tax policy. 
What we have now has been bad tax 
policy. 

Mr. President, from its inception I 
opposed the windfall profits tax and 
have fought over the years for its 
repeal. The windfall profits tax was 
passed in an environment of hysteria 
caused by the specter of ever escalat
ing oil prices and "obscene .. oil compa
ny profits. 

When the final bill was passed, I was 
able to mitigate some of the effects of 
the tax by providing for the deduct
ibility of State severance taxes from 
the windfall profit tax calculations, 
the exclusion of State and Indian oil 
production, and a phaseout period for 
the tax. This phaseout period is still 
some years away. and I fear that the 
damage caused by this tax is too great 
to allow us to wait for its natural 
demise. 

Let me dispel a myth surrounding 
the windfall profits tax. The windfall 
profits tax, despite its name, has noth
ing to do with windfalls or profits and 
never has had. It is nothing more than 
an excise tax on the production of oil. 
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The tax is not dependent on or con
cerned with profits; the tax is calculat
ed solely on the price of oil. 

Mr. President, I can already hear the 
critics wail that repeal of the windfall 
profits tax is a giveaway to "big oil." 
This claim is nonsense and ignores the 
fundamental issue at hand. 

Simply put. the issue for us to decide 
is if it is in our national interest to 
keep on the books a tax policy that ac
tually discourages development of do
mestic oil reserves, and worse still, re
quires the premature abandonment of 
production. 

Mr. President, the Senate knows of 
the decline in domestic reserves. We 
lost approximately 700,000 barrels per 
day in production between the first 
and fourth quarters of 1986. This year, 
we can expect to lose another 300,000 
to 350,000 barrels per day. This decline 
in reserves was caused to a large 
degree by the decline in the price of 
oil. Low prices make exploration and 
development activities economically 
unsound. As a result, drilling and ex
ploration plans are canceled and ex
hanced recovery projects are shelved. 

We now see some rise in oil prices. 
This is an important and encouraging 
development. When the price of oil in
creases, oil companies have an incen
tive to increase production. They drill 
new wildcat or new development wells. 
Successful wildcats lead to new fields 
and new reserves. Development well 
drlll1ng expands the boundaries of 
proven fields and often leads to sub
stantial upward revisions in estimates 
of proven reserves. Developmental 
drilling also prolongs the life of exist
ing fields by replacing production lost 
through natural depletion. . 

I can't stress enough the importance 
of maintaining adequate development 
drilling activity. In point of fact, devel
opment well drilling accounts for 80 
percent of all wells drilled in the 
United States and almost 90 percent of 
all additions to U.S. crude oil reserves. 
Adding to our domestic reserves les
sens dependence on foreign sources. 
Given a tumultuous, unstable Middle 
East, the war in the Persian Gulf, and 
our national inability to develop sound 
energy policy, developing domestic re
serves is crucial to our Nation's securi
ty, and perhaps the only thing we will 
collectively do in our own interest. 

Yet, we have a tax that labels any 
price increase as windfall and subjects 
that increase to as much as a 70 per
cent tax. The tax rate soars to 86 per
cent when other taxes are included. 
This leaves little to no capital incen
tive for exploration and production. 

Repeal of the windfall profits tax 
will provide some modest encourage
ment to efforts to increase domestic 
reserves without cost to consumers. 
Indeed, retention of windfall profits 
tax adds to the consumers burden at 
the pump. 

Critics may state that the oil compa
nies will not reinvest their profits in 
drlll1ng. This is not supported by the 
facts. A study by Arthur Andersen & 
Co. of 375 publicly traded companies 
indicated that the industry plowed 70 
percent of production revenue back 
into upstream activity at a time when 
some level of profitability remained. 

An internal study by Shell Oil indi
cated that $68 billion was paid from 
1980 to 1986 by the industry in wind
fall profits tax. Had there been no 
windfall profits tax, they estimated 
that $48 billion of that money would 
have been invested in exploration and 
development. They estimate that more 
than 3 billion barrels could have been 
added to proven reserves. All this at a 
price far less costly than SPRO. The 
study estimated that domestic produc
tion would have increased by 800,000 
barrels per day in 1986. Also, the study 
indicated that this amount is equal to 
75 percent of the volume oil and prod
uct imports from Arab OPEC nations 
in 1986-a substantial proportion of 
which went to fill SPRO. 

Another reason to repeal the wind
fall profit tax is the burdensome ad
ministrative and reporting require
ments imposed on producers. The 
American Petroleum Institute esti
mates that it costs producers approxi
mately $100 million per year to 
comply with the tax. The cost to the 
Government is substantial: the IRS es
timates that in 1987, program adminis
tration will cost $15 million and re
quire 355 people. The paperwork 
volume is staggering. The ms estimat
ed that it processed 4 million forms re
lating to windfall profit tax in 1986 
alone and little, if any, tax was owed. 

To continue the windfall profit tax 
is poor tax policy, poor energy policy. 
poor incentive to domestic production 
and worse to the national interest. 

I thank the President and yield the 
floor. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I rise 
in support as a cosponsor of this 
amendment with my good friend and 
colleague, Senator BOREN as well as 
Senator GRAMM from Texas, Senator 
WALLOP and others. 

Mr. President, it is high time, it is 
past time that we repeal the windfall 
profit tax. 

There is really no such thing as 
windfall profit in the oil industry. 
They are not making any windfall 
profits. 

Senator WALLOP so ably described it. 
It is not a tax on profits anyway since 
it does not take into account your cost 
of production. This industry is not 
making any profit and should not be 
the only industry in the United States 
singled out in a punitive manner with 
the imposition of an unfair, unjust 
tax, so-called windfall profit tax. 

No other industry in the United 
States pays such a tax. None. None. 
None pay such a tax and this industry, 

as everyone in this room should be 
well aware of, is hurting and is hurting · 
substantially. 

The oil industry has gone through 
some very difficult times. I heard the 
Senator from Louisiana say he 
thought about one-third of the oil rigs 
were running today. It is actually less 
than that. 

As of June 29, we have 813 rigs run
ning in this country. A few years ago 
we had over 4,000. So actually we have 
less than one-fifth of the number of 
the available rigs actually running in 
this country and that has wreaked 
economic havoc, certainly in the oil 
producing States. But it is really 
wreaking havoc on this country be
cause we are becoming so much more 
dependent on unreliable sources, 
sources that can at some time be cur
tailed and then you will see havoc 
wreaked as we did in 1973 and in 1979. 

You will see price escalations at that 
time. The pain is real. The bank fail
ures are real. The havoc is real. What 
can we look for? All we are looking for 
is a little equity. 

No other industry pays this tax. 
Why do we not repeal it? 

Let's talk about trade. This is a very 
real issue for the trade bill because the 
oil imports that we are paying for are 
a very significant portion of our trade 
imbalance. This year we will pay ap
proximately $40 billion, about one
fourth of our negative trade balance, 
which comes from the purchase of oil. 
One-fourth. 

You say, well, what does this tax 
have to do with that? You realize that 
we have this very heavy excise tax on 
domestic production of oil. 

We have no excise tax, I will tell my 
good friend, the Senator from Ohio, 
on imported oil. We never had. We did 
not put a windfall profit tax on im
ported oil. We only put it on domestic 
oil. 

Basically. we place domestic produc
ers at a disadvantage to imports. That 
is absurd, but that is still current 
policy and until and unless we repeal 
the windfall profit tax, it will still be 
our policy. 

That is not good tax policy. That is 
not good energy policy. That is a 
policy. I tell my friend and colleague 
from Ohio, that encourages imports. 

It says no tax on imports but we are 
going to tax domestic production. In 
other words, we want to encourage im
ports and we want to discourage do
mestic production and that is exactly 
what we have had in effect since 1980 
when this tax was enacted into law. 

Think of that. This tax has raised 
$77 .8 billion from domestic producers. 
It has raised zero on imports. So we 
encourage imports and we discourage 
domestic production. 

We now see our domestic production 
floundering because prices are down 
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and we see imports rising and rising 
substantially. 

I said the cost of imports will be $40 
billion this year. In a couple of years, 
as the Presiding Officer is well aware, 
I think the price of oil is going to be 
substantially higher. If it goes up to 
last year's level or the year's before 
that, the cost of imports will not be 
$40 billion, it will be $60 billion or $70 
billion. 

Those that made statements on the 
floor about how bad this trade deficit 
is, we better start doing something to 
reduce our dependency on unreliable 
sources of oil. 

You are going to see this deficit 
figure rise substantially, just from the 
oil prices alone. This industry is 
making no profits. It is time to repeal 
this tax. 

Some of my colleagues have men
tioned the onerous burden that it 
places on domestic producers just to 
comply with the tax. It is totally 
absurd. It really should not have 
passed in the first place. At least the 
industry was making profits then. It is 
not making profits today. 

This industry is hurting today, and 
yet is still the only industry in the 
United States-no other industry, 
period, pays anything comparable, has 
anything comparable on the books as 
a windfall profit tax. 

You might say, well, what is this 
tax? It has a name that implies wind
fall profits. So, sock it to big oil. 

It says if the price of oil exceeds a 
certain amount, a base price, then for 
every dollar increase the Federal Gov
ernment will get 70 cents if you are a 
major producer and 50 cents if you are 
an independent producer. If we keep 
this disincentive when we do have 
price increases we are going to have 
Federal Government benefit more 
than private industry. Probably the 
most anti-free-enterprise piece of legis
lation that has ever passed Congress is 
the windfall profits tax. 

Again, we go back to the trade issue 
and I think trade impact of this tax is 
awfully important. Let us not give im
ports a competitive advantage over do
mestic production. Let us at least treat 
them equally. Let us tax imports as 
much as we tax our domestic produc
ers or, if we are not going to have the 
tax on imports, let us take this puni
tive tax off the domestic production. 
It is only fair. 

Let us not encourage imports. Let us 
not give unstable Middle East oil a 
better deal than we do an Oklahoma 
or Texas producer. Let us not encour
age more and more imports from the 
Middle East than we have to because 
we see the cost of protecting that oil 
today in the Persian Gulf. 

The time is now. I compliment my 
good friend and colleagues, the Sena
tor from Texas and the senior Senator 
from Oklahoma, for introducing this 
amendment. I Just hope that we will 

have the sense, the common sense to 
pass it. 

We should not place heavy punitive 
taxes, 70 percent taxes on oil. That is 
not a marginal tax. That is not the 7 
percent, it is 70 percent on each dollar 
increase which goes to the Federal 
Government. That makes no sense. 

That makes no sense. Let us not 
place that kind of tax on domestic pro
ducers and not even have a tax on our 
imported oil. Let us repeal the tax. I 
yield the floor. 

<Mr. BREAUX assumed the chair.) 
Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I thank 

all my colleagues who have spoken on 
this matter, beginning with Senator 
GRAMM in offering this amendment, 
with the other cosponsors of this pro
posal. Each one has made a very valua
ble contribution to this debate. They 
have pointed out the dangers con
fronting this country if we do not do 
something to encourage energy inde
pendence. They have talked about the 
unfairness. Senator NrcKLEs just 
spoke about the unfairness of impos
ing this tax on our domestic producers 
when it is not being imposed on for
eign production. 

I would like to indicate for the 
RECORD that Senator GoRE of Tennes
see has also asked that he be added as 
a cosponsor to the amendment which 
has been available. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOREN. With Senator SYMMs 
having been added, this has 19 Sena
tors almost equally divided along 
party lines. This is a true bipartisan 
proposal, approximately one-fifth of 
the Members of the Senate joining in 
sponsoring it. I hope we will have bi
partisan consideration of this matter. I 
know my colleague from Ohio wishes 
to present some remarks before I pro
pound our unanimous-consent request 
on behalf of myself, Senator GRAMM, 
and our cosponsors. I yield the floor at 
this time. 

Mr. METZENBAUM addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
somebody made a speech before in one 
of those excellent speeches concerning 
this proposed amendment that we are 
in this fight together. Indeed, I under
stand that well. I think the fight has 
to do, to begin, with whether or not 
the trade bill is going to become a tax 
bill. I must confess that I am very 
tempted to offer my own amendments 
on the subject of taxes, but I do not 
believe those amendments belong on 
this bill. One of them probably does, 
but the manager of the bill asked me 
not to off er it and we decided not be 
because it is in the area of taxes. It is 
that dumping duties and countervail
ing duties are now tax deductible. I do 
not think that is the way it ought to 
be. 

I do not think when you have a 
dumping duty or countervailing duty 
that the U.S. Treasury or the U.S. tax
payers should be called upon to subsi
dize those duties. The fact is that is 
the way it is at the moment. 

I might also say that there is an 
issue that I would like to get into. It 
has to do with estate taxes and 
ESOP's. I am told that this issue and 
this matter the way it is developing 
has the potential to drain the Treas
ury of billions of dollars. 

I would like to bring that issue to 
the floor of the Senate, but I am per
suaded that it does not belong on a 
trade bill. 

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator 
yield for a moment? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. No. I sat back 
very patiently when each of you spoke 
out very eloquently about repealing 
the tax. I think I ought to be heard 
for a little bit. I will be very happy to 
yield the floor to you later. I do not 
intend to hold it long. 

There is another issue I would like 
to get into if we are going to have a 
tax bill. That is the transition rules. 

I saw those transition rules come 
over on the last tax bill and I attacked 
a number of them. The Senate saw fit 
to change a number of them. But after 
a while I concluded that I might wear 
out my welcome and I decided that I 
would not just keep bringing up more 
and more on these egregious transition 
rules. 

I think there were something like 
450 or 470. But there are some of them 
I would like to revisit. 

I would like to say to you, Mr. Presi
dent, that I think it would be inappro
priate for me to attempt to off er tax 
amendments and I think it is inappro
priate for those who are proposing 
this to off er a tax amendment on the 
trade bill. 

When this tax was first enacted into 
law, it was a deal but like so often 
around here we forget a deal. There 
were controls on at that time on the 
price of oil. So a deal was made that 
oil prices would be decontrolled and 
that there would be a windfall profits 
tax on the windfall profits that were 
made as a consequence of the decon
trol. 

The argument had been made that 
the main reason for doing this was to 
eliminate much of the paperwork. 

Who is kidding whom? We know 
that today the price of oil is about 
$18.75 to $19.50. That is the posted 
price. We know that the trigger price 
with respect to the windfall profits tax 
is $19.44. We have seen oil prices 
gradually gain and gain and gain to 
the point that realism makes us recog
nize that at some point very soon it is 
going over that $19.44 figure. 

There is no reason to repeal the 
windfall profit tax. All the arguments 
that are made about all the new oil 
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that could be brought in and every
thing that would happen if there were 
no windfall profit tax just do not ring 
out factually, as this Senator sees it. 

I might say that when and if it is 
time to debate this issue on a tax bill 
the Senator from Ohio will be pre
pared to debate it and discuss it at 
length. My feeling is that this is not 
the time to bring this matter to the 
floor. Therefore, when unanimous 
consent is requested in order to set
aside the pending amendment and 
bring up this amendment the Senator 
from Ohio expects to object. 

Mr. DOMENIC! addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, has 
the unanimous-consent request been 
made? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
unanimous-consent request has not 
been made. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, my 
good friends from Ohio and Kansas 
make the point that this amendment 
does not belong on this bill because it 
affects the tax laws of the United 
States. 

Mr. President, I cannot assimilate in 
one package the trade bill that is 
before us. I did see it introduced and I 
remember the distinguished majority 
leader carried it. I am just going to 
give my recollection that it was about 
so big. I assume now with all the 
amendments it is about so-so big. 

Let me say to the U.S. Senate I 
think that equals about my best guess, 
even deleting the Government oper
ations section today. I would say 1,100 
pages are in the so-called trade bill, 
the competitiveness for America bill. 

Mr. President, if ever there was a 
part of the Tax Code that belonged on 
this bill, regardless of what one thinks 
about the tax reform provisions of the 
United States that we just passed last 
year, it is this provision. Let me just 
suggest why there is probably no pro
vision in this 1,1000-page bill more im
portant to the trade situation than 
this amendment. 

First, we are trying to affect the 
trade deficit. Mr. President, the trade 
deficit happens to be tremendously ad
versely affected by oil imports. As a 
matter of fact, I believe it is fair to say 
that today, 20 percent of the trade 
deficit that we are trying to resolve 
comes from imported oil. I regret to 
say that we were at one point in time 
only 27 percent dependent. We are 40 
percent dependent today. 

I assume this means that if we do 
not do whatever we can to increase do
mestic production, we will soon be 41 
percent, 42 percent, and before long 50 
percent dependent. I submit that that 
will become more and more significant 
in terms of the total trade deficit. In
stead of 20 percent, if we keep on the 
way we are, it will be 22 percent of the 

total trade deficit. If we do well with 
our currency and nonetheless worse 
with reference to production at home, 
it will probably go up to 25 and 30 per
cent of the trade deficit. 

Now, Mr. President, what in the 
world could be more important than to 
leave the price of oil in the hands of 
the producers of oil, large and small, 
as compared with taking 70 percent of 
the price when it hits a certain level? 
Why are we taking it out of the hands 
and pockets of the producers and de
velopers of oil and putting it into the 
pockets of the U.S. Government and 
diminishing our chance of increasing 
production? Now, there are some who 
just have difficulty believing this. 

Mr. President, I will show you an au
thenticated chart that is so startling 
that if anyone does not believe that 
taking 70 percent at a point in tim.e
shortly, shortly, with the gradual rise 
in oil, very shortly we are going to put 
4.5 million barrels of production under 
the windfall profit tax. Now, Mr. 
President, this is a very simple chart. 
Anybody who wants to look at what is 
going to happen to the production of 
oil if we leave the windfall profit tax 
on, just look at it. Very simple. The 
black line represents dollars per 
barrel. Now, Mr. President, look at 
that point and look at the red line 
which represents billions of dollars in
vested in oil and gas production. Just 
look at that. As the price went up, 
look where the development money 
went. Now, Mr. President, look at 
what happens to the red line as the 
price comes down. Here it comes and 
now we are at a point where we have 
billions and billions of dollars less 
being invested in oil and gas produc
tion than we did just a few years ago. 

Now, Mr. President, it does not make 
one bit of difference whether or not 
the red line, the drop in the price, is 
the result of the actual drop in price 
or if we take it from the people who 
are going to invest it and put it in the 
coffers of the U.S. Government. They 
are exactly the same thing. You could 
draw another line and you could clear
ly say, taking 70 percent of the price 
and putting it in the coffers of the 
Federal Government, how much will 
that adversely affect this red line of 
exploration, research, and develop
ment? Dollars are dollars. I submit it 
is absolute lunacy to keep a law this 
old, that has not been adjusted to the 
cost of producing oil and gas in the 
field, that has not been adjusted in 
the years that it has been on the 
books and to leave it there while the 
investment in development of oil and 
gas in the field has dropped as shown 
by this chart. 

Mr. President, if ever there was a tax 
amendment that belonged on the 
trade bill, it is this one. You are going 
to get direct additions to the trade def
icit almost in the same proportion the 
first day that this windfall profit tax 

goes into effect to any significant 
extent across this country. That many 
less dollars are going to be invested. 
That much less is going to be devel
oped. That much more the trade de
pendence which we purportedly are 
trying in this 1,100 page bill to resolve. 
I hope, if the Senator from Ohio does 
not consent to our voting on this, the 
sponsor considers it important enough 
that there will not be any more con
sents to anything in terms of voting. 
We ought to have a chance to vote up 
or down on this. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside so that I 
might send to the desk for consider
ation an amendment by Senator 
GRAMM and myself and 17 other spon
sors, including the distinguished Pre
siding Officer, repealing the windfall 
profit tax and have that amendment 
considered as the pending business 
before the Senate. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Objection. Ob
jection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Oklahoma? Objection is 
heard. The amendment is not in order. 

Who seeks recognition? 
Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me 

say that I am very sorry that the dis
tinguished Senator from Ohio object
ed. We have systematically set aside 
the pending amendment to allow votes 
on varying subjects that had not any 
degree of comparability in terms of 
relevance to the trade issue that this 
amendment has. And in the process of 
objecting, if that stood, we would be 
denied an opportunity to consider re
pealing the windfall profit tax and 
affect our ability to produce oil here 
at home when 20 percent of the trade 
deficit comes from oil. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

I therefore, Mr. President, move to 
recommit S. 1420 to the Committee on 
Finance with instructions to report 
back forthwith with all amendments 
agreed to and all amendments now 
pending in status quo and with the fol
lowing amendment added. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

Mr. GRAMM. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays are requested. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the amendment. 
Mr. METZENBAUM addressed the 

Chair. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Texas CMr. GRAMK] 

proposes a motion to recommit. 
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Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that further read
ing of the motion may be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Hearing none, it is so 
ordered. 

The text of the motion follows: 
At the end of subtitle D of title IX, add 

the following new section: 
SEC. • WINDFALL PRQFIT TAX REPEAL. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-Chaper 45 of the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1986 is repealed. 

(b) CONFORlllNG .Axl:NDMENTS.-
(1) Sections 6050C, 6076, 6232, 6430, and 

7241 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
are repealed 

<2><A> Subsection <a> of section 164 of 
such Code is amended by striking paragraph 
<4> and redesignating the subsequent para
graphs as paragraphs <4> and <5>, respective
ly. 

<B> The following provisions of such Code 
are each amended by striking "44, or 45" 
each place it appears and inserting "or 44": 

(i) section 6211<a> 
<11> section 6211Cb><2>, 
(iii) section 6212<a>. 
<iv> section 6213<a>. 
<v> section 6213(g), 
<vi> section 6214<c>, 
<vii> section 6214(d), 
<viii> section 6161(b)(l), 
<ix> section 6344<a><l>, and 
<x> section 7422<e>. 
<C> Subsection <a> of section 6211 of such 

Code is amended by striking "44, and 45" 
and inserting "and 44". 

<D> Subsection Cb> of section 6211 of such 
Code ts amended by striking paragraphs <5> 
and <6>. 

<E> Paragraph <1> of section 6212(b) of 
such Code ts amended-

(i) by striking "chapter 44, or chapter 45" 
and inserting "or chapter 44", and 

cm by striking "chapter 44, chapter 45, 
and this chapter" and inserting "chapter 44, 
and this chapter". 

<F> Paragraph <1> of section 6212Cc> of 
such Code ts amended-

(i) by striking "of chapter 42 tax" and in
serting "or of chapter 42 tax", and 

<11> by striking ", or of chapter 45 tax for 
the same taxable period". 

< G > Subsection < e > of section 6302 of such 
Code is amended-

m by striking "( 1> For" and inserting 
"For", and 

cm by striking paragraph <2>. 
<H> Section 6501 of such Code is amended 

by striking subsection <m>. 
<I> Section 6511 of such Code is amended 

by striking subsection Ch> and redesignating 
subsection (i) as subsection <h>. 

CJ> Subsection <a> of section 6512 of such 
Code is amended-

m by striking "of tax imposed by chapter 
41" and inserting "or of tax imposed by 
chapter 41", and 

(it) by striking ", or of tax imposed by 
chapter 45 for the same taxable period". 

CK> Paragraph Cl> of section 6512Cb> of 
such Code ts amended-

(i) by striking "of tax imposed by chapter 
41" and inaertlng "or of tax Imposed by 
chapter .U", and 

<11> by strikina ", or of tax imposed by 
chapter 45 for the same taxable period". 

CL> Section 6611 of such Code ts amended 
by striking subsection Ch> and redesignating 
subsections (i) and <J> as subsections Ch> and 
0>, respectively. 

<M> Subsection <d> of section 6724 of such 
Code ts amended-

m by striking clause (i) in paragraph 
<l><B> and redeslgnating clauses (it) through 
<x> as clauses m through (ix), respectively, 
and 

(ii) by striking subparagraphs <A> and <K> 
of paragraph <2> and redesignating subpara
graph& <B>, CC), CD), <E>, <F>, (0), CH>, (I), 
(J), (L), <M>, <N>, (0), (P), <Q>, <R>, <S>, and 
CT> as subparagraphs <A>, CB>, <C>, <D>, CE), 
<F>, (0), CH), (I), (J), CK), CL), CM), <N>, (0), 
<P>, <Q>, and <R>, respectively. 

<N> Subsection <a> of section 6862 of such 
Code is amended by striking "44, and 45" 
and inserting "and 44". 

<O> Section 7512 of such Code is amend
ed-

m by striking ", by chapter 33, or by sec
tion 4986" in subsections <a> and Cb> and in
serting "or chapter 33", and 

<ll> by striking ", chapter 33, or section 
4986" in subsections Cb> and <c> and insert
ing "or chapter 33". 

<3><A> The table of contents of subtitle 
<D> of such Code is amended by striking the 
item relating to chapter 45. 

<B> The table of contents of subpart B of 
part III of subchapter A of chapter 61 is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
section 6050C. 

<C> The table of contents of part V of 
such subchapter is amended by striking the 
item relating to section 6076. 

<D > The table of contents of subchapter C 
of chapter 63 is amended by striking the 
item relating to section 6232. 

<E> The table of contents of subchapter B 
of chapter 65 ts amended by striking the 
item relating to section 6430. 

<F> The table of contents of part II of sub
chapter A of chapter 75 is amended by strik
ing the item relating to section 7241. 

Cc> EnEcTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to crude oil 
removed from the premises beginning after 
December 31, 1987. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, what I 
have done is simply made a motion to 
recommit to bring back the bill with 
its status quo preserved, all the 
amendments that have been adopted 
will still be adopted, all the amend
ments pending will still be pending, 
except the amendment that the Sena
tor from Oklahoma offered with me 
and with 17 other Members of the 
Senate will be attached to it. 

I am sorry we had to do it this way, 
Mr. President, but I thought that 
what we would generate into here 
would be a situation where the Sena
tor from Ohio would deny us an op
portunity to deal with this important 
issue, inducing someone who felt 
strongly about it to object to setting 
aside the pending amendment so that 
other amendments would be held up. 
And since it ts already 7:30, the supper 
is on the stove in a lot of homes 
around Washington, and a lot of 
people would like to go home-if they 
are not going to go home, they would 
like to be trying to do work here-I 
thought this was an effective way to 
deal with the problem. 

I hope Members will not be confused 
by this parliamentary maneuver. It 
simply was used to try to speed up the 
business of the Senate, to try to ad-

dress this important issue, and I hope 
that Members will vote for this motion 
to recommit which in essence ts simply 
a vote for the Boren amendment, co
sponsored by 18 Members of the 
Senate. This simply brings the bill 
back in its current form with all 
amendments that have been adopted 
still present, with all amendments that 
are pending still pending, so the issue 
is pure and simple the Boren-Gramm 
amendment, do we want to repeal the 
windfall profit tax and get on with the 
job of producing energy here at home. 
I believe we do. I comm.end this 
motion to Members of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
the Washington Post addressed this 
issue well in January of this year, 
when they wrote an article saying, 
"Don't repeal the oil tax." In that edi
torial, they pointed out exactly what 
this issue is all about. Let me read that 
editorial to my colleagues: 

While his administration struggles desper
ately to find revenue, there's one tax that 
President Reagan wants to repeal-the oil 
windfall profits tax. But repealing it would 
be a mistake, not only because the govern
ment needs money. The tax was part of the 
political bargain in which price controls 
were lifted from the oil industry. Those con
trols were misconceived and harmful; Presi
dent Carter was right when he decided to 
lift them. But a deal was struck under 
which some of the profits resulting from de
control were to be taxed. It would be, in a 
minor way, a betrayal to abolish the wind
fall profits tax prematurely. 

The tax probably won't raise much more 
money. Through most of la.et year it raised 
none, for it is levied only when oil goes 
above certain base prices. That's the admin
istration's case for repealing it-that it ts 
doing nothing for the Treasury, while its 
presence is an irritant to the oil industry 
and may even deter some exploration. 

But that's a reversible argument. If oil 
prices go no higher than the present level, 
the oil producers pay nothing. And if, con
trary to most people's expectations, they go 
significantly higher, an oil tax would not be 
a bad thing. 

Mr. Reagan ought not to assume that 
repeal would be costless. The recent in
creases have brought oil very close to one of 
the base prices. For oil reserves discovered 
and brought into production before 1979, 
the base price at which taxes begin to be 
collected ts around $19 a barrel. A lot of 
American oil ts now selling for $18.50 a 
barrel, and it wouldn't take much more of a 
rise to start a modest but welcome trickle of 
revenue into the government. 

But when Congress wrote the tax law, it 
wanted to avoid discouraging new explora
tion, and it set the base price for newly dis
covered oil much higher. It's on an escalat
ing scale that currently puts it up around 
$27 .60 a barrel. If actual oil prices should 
ever get that high a.pin, the industry will 
be able to afford the tax, and collecting it 
would not be unfair. Short of that price, 
new production won't be touched by the 
windfall tax. 

The tax was never intended to be perma
nent. The law was enacted in 1980, and it 
will be phased out in the early 1990s. But 
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there's no reason-other than the gratifica
tion of the oil producers-for speeding its 
demise. Mr. Reagan's resistance to new 
taxes is well known. But as long as he's got 
a budget deficit on the scale of the present 
one, he'd be wiser not to talk about abolish
ing taxes already on the books. 

The difficulty facing the oil industry 
is not a windfall profit. tax. It is low 
prices created by OPEC's manipula
tion of world production. So, why this 
amendment? 

I might say parenthetically that I 
had indicated that the posted prices 
were $18. 75 to $19.50. I am told that 
on the TV shows they indicated re
cently that oil had reached a price of 
$21 a barrel. I do not know the price of 
oil, but if it has reached a price of $21 
a barrel, then the windfall profit tax is 
in place and will bring revenues into 
the country. 

The Finance Committee in the 
Senate and the Ways and Means Com
mittee in the House are trying to find 
a very modest amount of money-I 
think $19 billion. Yet, here we are 
talking about a revenue source and 
talking about repealing it. 

A deal was made. Decontrol took 
place. Once you make a deal, it seems 
to me that you live by your deal. You 
give your word. That was the commit
ment that was made. You decontrol 
the price of oil and there will be a 
windfall profit tax on the excess prof
its, and the oil companies accepted it. 

If the purpose of this proposal is to 
save the paperwork for the industry, 
then the amendment ought to address 
itself to that issue. But that is not 
what the issue is all about. 

The requirement for paperwork if 
the price is low is one issue. We are 
talking about a tax, and what we are 
doing is allowing the oil companies, 
large companies which have not been 
exempted from the windfall profit tax, 
to reap the benefits of any future 
price hike. It does not make good 
sense. Although there are no windfall 
profit taxes paid at this time, that is 
no reason to repeal the windfall profit 
tax. None of us here can predict what 
the price of oil will be next year or 
even next week. If prices do rise dra
matically, then windfall profit may 
occur, and taxes will be paid. This was 
a wise policy when the law was en
acted; it is still a wise policy. 

I am frank to say that I am going to 
put in a quorum call in the not far dis
tant future, at which time I intend to 
consider what kind of additional 
amendments ought to be added to this 
proposal when it is sent back to the 
committee and recommitted. Maybe 
we ought to just start talking about 
some of the other tax proposals that 
are available to us, some of the tax 
loopholes that exist. 

Let us not kid ourselves. The oil in
dustry has not been booming with 
profit.a, but the fact is that time and 
time apin, the Congress of the United 
States has rolled over and played dead 

for the oil industry. They already get 
excellent treatment from Congress. 

In the 1981 tax reduction bill, there 
·was a tax reduction of $3.8 billion. For 
example, from 1981 to 1985, Texaco 
paid no taxes. Te~aco paid no taxes on 
$1.6 billion of income. 

What is there about the oil compa
nies that always makes us want to feel 
so sorry for them? They do not pay 
their taxes. They get away with an 
unfair advantage as compared to the 
rest of the community, and then they 
come back and say, "We want more 
and more." 

I make no bones about it: Certainly, 
the oil industry has been on hard 
times the last year or two. But that 
does not mean that the U.S. Senate 
ought to roll over and play dead and 
give away billions of dollars that will 
have to be borne by other taxpayers in 
this country. 

Is it right to increase cigarette taxes 
in order to repeal the windfall profit 
tax on the oil companies? Is it right to 
increase the tax on telephone calls in 
order to repeal the windfall profit tax 
on oil companies? Is it right to in
crease the tax on so many other 
items? Is it right that we increase the 
tax on liquor in order to give the oil 
companies a special break? 

The Ashland Oil Co. got a tax reduc
tion of $34 million. Tenneco paid $31 
million on $2.9 billion in profits. That 
is a pretty good rate. That is a very 
good rate. It is about 1 percent-an 
income rate of 1 percent for an oil 
company-and here we are crying 
about the poor oil companies. 

Last year's tax bill had, as a price of 
the package, favorable treatment for 
the oil industry. We are always giving 
favorable treatment to the oil indus
try. We recently heard of the recom
mendation of the Secretary of Energy 
for yet more tax breaks for the oil in
dustry. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I yield, with
out losing my right to the floor. 

Mr. NICKLF.S. The Senator alludes 
to the fact that the oil industry gets 
these breaks. In 1980 through 1986, 
the oil industry alone paid $77 .8 bil
lion in windfall profit tax. In addi
tion-and I am sure Texaco was in
cluded in that figure, although the 
Senator said they paid no taxes-they 
paid excise taxes, and I am sure they 
paid a windfall profit tax that the 
Senator possibly overlooked. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Excise taxes 
are not the same. We are talking 
about income taxes. That is what 
other businesses pay. Let us not con
fuse the issue. 

I always hear the issue about how 
much they pay in employee taxes and 
excise taxes. Let us stay with the 
fact.a; let us stay with income taxes. 

Mr. NICKLES. If the Senator will 
yield for a question, is there any other 

industry in the United States that has 
paid anything comparable to what the 
oil industry has paid in its payment of 
windfall profit tax and corporate 
income tax? I will answer that ques
tion, that no industry has paid as 
much tax as the oil industry has. 

One final question. The Senator 
mentioned all these favorable things 
that the oil industry receives. It is the 
only industry, is it not. that has impo
sition of a tax that is punitive, that 
says after it reaches a certain level the 
Federal Government is going to get 50 
or 70 percent of any price increases? Is 
there any other industry-correct me 
if I am wrong, but I believe, is it or is 
it not a fact that the oil industry is the 
only industry that has this type of a 
punitive tax in addition to whatever 
other taxes might be imposed? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Is it not the 
fact that the oil industry is the one 
that had prices controlled and then 
there was a reason for that because 
otherwise prices would have shot 
through the sky and it would have dis
turbed our entire economy? So there 
were controls on the price of oil. It is 
also the fact that when there was not 
even a shortage in 1973, if my recollec
tion serves me right as to the date, the 
oil industry let their tankers sit off
shore rather than bring them in so 
they could drive up the price of oil? 
The oil industry has really not treated 
the American people nearly as well as 
many other industries have, and they 
have a product that is an absolute 
must for the American economy. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield for one final com
ment, I think I heard the Senator 
more or less agree with me it is the 
only industry that has the windfall 
profit tax and then he is making my 
final point which is it is the only in
dustry that still has price controls. 

In the 1970's we had price controls 
on everything from beef to oil, and so 
on. But the oil industry is the only 
one-correct me if I am wrong-that 
still today under this free market, is it 
n.ot, that has a major commodity that 
still has mandatory price controls on a 
specific portion of a major commodity, 
that is, natural gas? 

That argument that the oil industry 
had all this special treatment, would 
the Senator not agree with this Sena
tor, is totally nonsense? It has price 
controls on natural gas, on almost 50 
percent of natural gas produced, and it 
still is the only industry that has a 
windfall profit tax imposed. 

So I do not think it has received fa
vorable treatment or preferential 
treatment in any way. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I want to continue on. 

The repeal of the windfall profit tax 
will not substantially alter the oil in
dustry's current economic problems. 
What it will do in the event of dramat-
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ic price increases is deprive the Feder
al Government of an important poten
tial source of revenue. 

Now, oil companies like to talk about 
what they would do if they had these 
dollars. They would have more drilling 
going on. They would use the profits 
to expand oil exploration and develop
ment. History shows, however, that 
they will in fact be exploring and de
veloping oil company mergers. 

I remember when the oil companies 
ran around the country looking to buy 
up everything under the Sun and, oh, 
what a host of mistakes they did 
make. They went into the copper busi
ness. They failed in that respect. They 
came into Ohio and they bought Reli
ance Electric, and they failed in that 
respect. And that one company that 
takes all those wonderful ads in the 
newspapers telling you how to run the 
Government and how to run the econ
omy, Mobil Oil, went into the mer
chandising business. They bought 
Montgomery Ward. What a laugh that 
was. What a failure that was. Instead 
of sticking to their own knitting and 
going on about their own business of 
producing oil, drilling for oil, distribut
ing oil, oh, no, they wanted to get into 
the retailing business, so they bought 
up Montgomery Ward and they failed 
in that respect. 

And other oil companies have done 
the same thing. Almost with no excep
tion, all of these acquisitions that they 
have used all these dollars for have 
not proven profitable to the compa
nies nor to their shareholders. They 
have not used their dollars for the 
purpose of exploring and drilling. No. 
They have used their dollars to buy up 
other companies. They have used bil
lions of dollars to add to our econo
my's unending appetite for borrowing. 

I might say to my colleagues that I 
would recommend to you that you get 
a good insight into the oil industry by 
reading a book that I have enjoyed re
cently having to do with the acquisi
tion of Getty Oil by Pennzoil and then 
not being able to make the acquisition 
and Texaco winding up with it and the 
litigation in connection with it. That is 
a very interesting book. It gives you a 
pretty good insight into the rapacious
ness of some of the leaders in the oil 
industry and into the quesiton of 
whether or not some of the oil indus
try leaders were prepared to live up to 
their contracts. 

But the fact is when you read it you 
come to the conclusion that although 
they talked about honor and talked 
about living up to their contracts, the 
fact is that is not the way it was done. 

What occurred caused a big lawsuit 
to be filed, caused a tremendous ver
dict to be brought in against Texaco 
Corp. and has practically destroyed or 
almost destroyed one company. 

But let me go back a little bit to talk 
about some of the mergers. 

For example, the Gulf Oil and 
Standard Oil merger cost $13.2 billion. 
What did it do for the economy? Not 
one single thing. It did not add a 
barrel of oil. It did not produce a new 
job. It did not produce any new indus
try. It made some of those who put 
the merger together a lot richer. But 
it did not do anything else for the free 
enterprise system in this country. 

Then the Texaco and Getty merger 
cost $10.1 billion and we now see aver
dict for $11.2 billion in connection 
with that case. I think the lawyers 
have done extremely well so far in 
that case. I do not think the stock
holders have done well at all and cer
tainly it has not helped Texaco or 
Getty or Pennzoil bring in any more 
oil 

Then there was the Mobil and Supe
rior merger that cost $5. 7 billion. 

In addition to mergers, these compa
nies have been buying up so many dif
ferent kinds of companies in an effort 
to diversify. We have no guarantee 
that higher profits will mean more oil. 
All we have a guarantee of is the fact 
that we just have more and more of 
the same. 

To me it does not make sense. It is il
logical, and I believe that this amend
ment certainly does not belong on this 
bill. It should not be there, and I hope 
that the Senate will see fit to keep 
this bill as a trade bill and not make it 
into a tax bill. 

Mr. President, it is my understand
ing that one of my colleagues is seek
ing to come to the floor to inquire of 
the Senator from Ohio with respect to 
some questions. I intend to hold the 
floor until such time as he arrives. 

I understand the Senator from New 
Jersey is here and does have some 
questions. I am happy to yield to him 
for such questions as he may have. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I 
would like to ask the Senator from 
Ohio some questions if he would re
spond. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I would be 
very happy to attempt to do so. 

Mr. BRADLEY. It is my understand
ing that the windfall profit tax was en
acted in the wake of removal of price 
controls, and the removal of price con
trols was a decision taken by then
President Carter and the reason the 
windfall profit tax was enacted was to 
indeed catch the windfall primarily for 
oil that was discovered before 1979 
and use that windfall to protect con
sumers, poor people in particular, 
against the effect of higher oil prices 
that came from the decontrol decision. 

Does the Senator think that the 
basic rationale for the windfall profit 
tax is still valid? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I do indeed be
lieve that because we are talking about 
old oil. We are talking about oil that is 
flowing up through the ground. The 
question was if you get the controls on 
you would not have had a situation 

where the consumer would be gouged 
for this old oil. 

They wanted to take off the con
trols, and the controls were taken off 
with the understanding that they 
would not just shoot the price up and 
because if they did shoot the price up, 
then what the bottom line would be is 
that the Federal Government would 
take away those excess profits, the 
windfall profit that they would re
ceive. 

And that was the whole understand
ing, the entire concept that was in
volved at that time. So indeed it was 
the intention to have a windfall profit 
tax as a part of the decontrol arrange
ment. At that time, the oil companies 
agreed. Now they want us to forget 
about that and to make it possible to 
raise prices and raising prices to let all 
of those profits come down to the 
bottom line without any windfall 
profit tax at all. 

Mr. BRADLEY. If the Senator 
would allow me to ask another ques
tion. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I certainly will. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Is it not true that 

the windfall profit tax was a tax on 
only the difference between a base 
price, which in 1979 for old oil was as I 
recall about $16 a barrel, and whatever 
the market price was. And when we 
devised the windfall profit tax, that 
base price rose over time. So that 
today, we have a base price of about 
$19 a barrel for old oil. 

As a result of that base price going 
to $19, the fact of the matter is last 
year there was no revenue raised by 
the windfall profit tax. But now, we 
have a market price for some old oil of 
$18.50 a barrel which means that in 
the coming months, if the price of oil 
would go up to $19 a barrel, there 
would be windfall profit tax revenue. 
So one of the results of this motion to 
recommit would be to increase the def
icit. Is that not the Senator's reading 
of the amendment? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Unquestion
ably, it would result in a greater defi
cit. And it is interesting that those 
who have talked the most about bal
ancing the budget are the ones who 
are advocating this amendment. Be
cause it is irrefutable that if you have 
less money coming in, you are certain
ly going to have a greater deficit. And 
the repeal of the windfall profit tax, 
simply stated, means that there will be 
less dollars coming in and it means 
that the deficit would be that much 
greater. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Would the Senator 
allow me to ask him another question? 
What would be the Senator's impres
sion of the impact of an oil import fee 
and this particular amendment? As I 
understand its effect, an oil import fee 
would raise the price of the domestic 
oil. It would move up to the level of 
the world price plus the import fee. 
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That would take it, if it were old oil, 
far above $19 a barrel. And just at a 
time when the windfall profit tax 
would be kicking in, if there were an 
oil import fee that raised the price 
above $19 a barrel, this amendment 
would have the effect of saying, "If 
you raised the price of the oil import 
fee, there would be no revenue derived 
to the Government because we would 
have eliminated the windfall profit 
tax." 

So my concern is-and I think I 
would be interested to know if the 
Senator from Ohio shares that con
cern-that not only are we looking at 
the threat that market prices go above 
$19 a barrel and kick in on the wind
fall profit tax, this amendment deny
ing any revenue coming from the 
windfall profit tax and thereby in
creasing the deficit, but we are also 
facing the prospect at some time of an 
oil import fee that puts the price of oil 
very much higher above $19 a barrel. 
So there could be significant dollars 
lost in the deficit. And the deficit 
could be increased by a significant 
margin with the interaction of the oil 
import fee and this amendment to re
commit. The Senator has, I think, 
probably considered that. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. The Senator 
from New Jersey is exactly on target. 
If you have an oil import fee, the do
mestic prices go up exactly the same 
amount as the taxes on the imported 
oil. That money becomes subject to 
the windfall profit tax. But if you 
repeal the windfall profit tax, you find 
that you are now getting more money 
in from the import tax, but you are 
losing money at the same time because 
those dollars which otherwise would 
flow to the Government will not be 
forthcoming. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I would like to ask 
one further question to the Senator 
from Ohio. It seems to me that if you 
pass an oil import fee that raises the 
price of oil, if you raised the price of 
oil by an oil import fee, that all Ameri
cans would have to pay that higher 
price, including the poor. And if the 
poor had to pay the higher price of oil, 
my guess is that the Congress might 
want to respond to cushion the impact 
of that higher price. 

My only question to the Senator is, 
if you did raise the oil import fee and 
you left the windfall profit tax in 
place, you would have a mechanism to 
derive revenue that could be used to 
cushion the impact of the higher 
prices caused by the oil import fee. 
But if you remove the windfall profit 
tax, you get a much higher price be
cause you would have an oil import fee 
and no revenues to cushion the impact 
of that higher price on the lives of the 
people in this country who could not 
afford to pay the higher price of oil. 
Would the Senator agree that that not 
only would it increase the deficit, but 

it would also put a disproportionate 
burden on the poor? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. It absolutely 
would put a disproportionate burden 
on the poor. But, in addition to put
ting a disproportionate burden on the 
poor, I would like to point out to my 
esteemed colleague that the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce said that the 
oil import fee will siphon retained 
earnings for new business investment 
and cost hundreds of thousands of ex
isting jobs. The Bethlehem Steel Co. 
said an oil import fee of $4 per barrel 
would cost Bethlehem Steel $30 mil
lion in higher energy prices each year 
and the steel industry in its entirety 
would pay $230 million. And the De
partment of Energy said that a $10 fee 
would reduce the gross national prod
uct by $30 to $45 billion a year, raise 
the inflation by 2 to 3 percentage 
points, and cost the United States over 
$200 billion over the next decade. 

It is interesting to me that the very 
same people who are for the oil import 
fee are the very ones who want to 
repeal the windfall profit tax. And I 
just feel that repeal of the windfall 
profit tax breaks a commitment here
tofore made, turns our back on the 
American consumer, turns our back on 
the American taxpayers, and opens 
this trade bill up to a host of addition
al tax amendments. 

As far as this Senator is concerned, I 
believe that, if you repeal the windfall 
profit tax in this bill, many of us 
would be constrained to vote against 
the trade bill. I think it is a· killer 
amendment. I have been hearing all 
the time about this amendment will 
cause the President to veto the bill 
and that amendment will cause the 
President to veto the bill. I think this 
amendment, if adopted, will cause 
many Senators to be disinclined to 
vote for the bill and they will have no 
reservations in voting against the bill. 

Mr. BRADLEY. If I could ask the 
Senator yet another question. I can 
tell from the Senator's answers to the 
previous two questions that he be
lieves, as I do, that this recommittal 
motion and elimination of windfall 
profit tax would increase the deficit 
substantially; and that, second, it 
would put a disproportionate burden 
on the poor. What I would like to ask 
the Senator now is what is his opinion 
of its effect on new exploration, be
cause that is an argument that is fre
quently made, that the windfall profit 
tax as it is now in place discourages 
new exploration. The thing that puz
zles me is that new oil under the wind
fall profit tax was treated differently 
than so-called old oil. In other words, 
oil that was discovered after 1979 had 
a higher base price than did oil discov
ered before 1979. 

Indeed, if you carried it through to 
today, new oil would have a base price 
of $27.50 a barrel. Now the world price 
of oil is $18.50 a barrel. My question to 

the Senator is, How does it discourage 
new exploration if the new oil that 
comes from the exploration is not 
taxed until the world oil price goes 
over $27.50 a barrel? 

My sense is that it is unlikely to dis
courage new exploration, because we 
are nearly $10 below where the price 
of oil would have to be before the 
windfall profit tax even began to kick 
in. 

Does the Senator share my opinion? 
Mr. METZENBAUM. I totally share 

the opinion of the Senator from New 
Jersey in that respect. I think what 
those who are advocating this measure 
are contemplating is that one of these 
days, there is suddenly going to be 
some cutoff of oil and they are going 
to be able to increase the price of oil 
to whatever they want. They will have 
a monopoly and they will not have to 
pay any windfall profit tax. 

I think it is just the wrong way to go 
and I just do not think it serves the 
American economy. I think it would 
reverse the whole economic activity 
that is in place in this country. It 
would make steel companies pay more. 
It would make auto manufacturers 
pay more. It would be inflationary. It 
would be a reversal of the economy 
and it would be most hurtful. 

I think it would provide an incentive 
for oil companies to push up the price, 
and certainly we are talking about a 
very monopolistic industry. 

When you push up the price it 
would mean that they would be able 
to retain 100 percent of it. 

Mr. BRADLEY. If the Senator 
would yield, I have yet another ques
tion. I think through the series of 
questions that you have been so kind 
to respond to, according to the Sena
tor from Ohio, the Senator from New 
Jersey would agree that this motion to 
recommit would have the effect of 
eliminating the windfall profit tax, 
which, by the way, is scheduled to 
expire in 1991 anyway. But the effect 
of it being eliminated tonight would be 
to increase the Federal deficit. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. That is cor
rect. 

Mr. BRADLEY. The effect would be 
to increase the Federal deficit. The 
second effect would be to put a dispro
portionately high burden on the poor, 
particularly if this is done in connec
tion with an oil import fee. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. That is cor
rect. 

Mr. BRADLEY. It would not be an 
incentive for new exploration because 
the price of oil has to go up nearly $10 
before we get to the time where the 
windfall profit tax would even kick in 
on newly discovered oil? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. That is cor
rect. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Then I wonder if 
the Senator would care to comment 
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about the appropriateness of putting a 
tax measure on a trade bill. 

I am sure the Senator has his own 
favorite loophole that he would like to 
close. You know, we can still look at 
certain things in the code that, indeed, 
have been very generous to the oil in
dustry. I am sure the Senator has 
thought of any number of provisions 
in the code that are still very generous 
to the oil industry. 

This is a trade bill, though. This is 
not a tax bill. Would the Senator con
sider it appropriate, if this motion to 
recommit were successful, for a fur
ther motion to recommit which re
moved various incentives for oil now in 
place? Would that be appropriate? It 
seems to me that if there is a motion 
that says we are going to recommit to 
raise the deficit, put a disproportion
ate burden on the poor, and to provide 
no new incentives for new exploration, 
that there would likewise be reasona
ble opportunity to amend the bill with 
various other tax provisions-maybe 
tax provisions totally unrelated to oil. 

I wonder if maybe the Senator 
would not agree that this is one of 
those threshold votes. This is one of 
those threshold votes where a bill 
deals with a particular substance area 
seriously, with deliberation. We have 
had a lot of amendments. Some of 
those amendments have succeeded. 
Some have failed. Some amendments 
have been extraneous, relating to for
eign policy measures. Some have been 
tangentially related to trade. But this 
is really a threshold amendment. 

This is to say that any bill that 
comes on the floor of the Senate 
should be amendable with a tax 
amendment. 

Would not the Senator be able to 
·think of five or six of his favorite loop
holes about which subsequent to the 
passage of this amendment to recom
mit, if it was passed, the Senator could 
think of a couple of other additional 
amendments? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Indeed, I can. 
As a matter of fact, I am standing here 
thinking about some that ought to be 
offered as a second-degree amendment 
to this motion to instruct and recom
mit. It seems to me that one of them 
that I mentioned when the Senator 
from New Jersey was not on the floor 
was the fact that, if you pay counter
vailing and dumping duties, you may 
deduct that from your taxes. 

How can that be fair? Why, if you 
are paying duties, dumping duties, 
why should you be able to get the 
American taxpayer to subsidize you? 
That just does not make sense. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Would the Sena
tor from Ohio yield for a question? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I certainly will. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Last week, as the 

Senator from Ohio recalls, we were de-

bating the so-called oil security 
amendment. 

Is it not true that the premise of the 
supporters of the provision in the bill 
were arguing that our dependence on 
foreign oil was going to go up and that 
was going to force the price up and, of 
course, it would force the domestic 
price up as the imported price went 
up? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Right. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. They were, there

fore, arguing that not only to protect 
our industry but to attempt to keep 
our prices down, we would have to 
have an oil import fee? Or that is in 
essence what they wanted to go to, 
was an oil import fee. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Right. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. But there is no 

question in this entire debate we were 
having on the trade bill that any kind 
of quotas or tariffs we put on would in 
all likelihood have the domestic price 
rise to what the foreign price is, 
whether we import the product or do 
not import the product? If we put a 
total embargo on oil, did not bring any 
oil in and the world price went up to 
$25 or $30, we can fully expect the do
mestic price to go up to $25 or $30? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Absolutely. 
Whatever the world price is, that will 
be the domestic price. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. What is an ironic 
twist is the principal opponents of this 
amendment are the ones that were the 
proponents of the oil security provi
sions that were in the bill. Last week 
they were arguing: Inevitably, unless 
we do something for domestic security 
or anything else, that the oil prices are 
going to go up. That was the argument 
last week. 

This week I seem to hear them 
saying that the oil prices are not going 
to go up because clearly if they do we 
are going to gain something from the 
windfall profit tax that we thought all 
along we were going to gain. I was in 
the Senate in the Finance Committee 
when we put this in. I remember our 
projections, what we expected to col
lect. 

Here I find the proponents of repeal 
of the windfall profit tax sort of stuck 
on the horns of a dilemma. Either 
they are saying the prices are not 
going to go up-I am not sure if that is 
what they are saying-or they are 
saying they are going to go up. They 
can only do one of two things, either 
they do or they do not. 

If they do go up there is going to be 
a windfall and the Government is enti
tled to part of that windfall. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Right. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. If they do not go 

up they do not need this amendment. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. If they do not 

get up it is totally irrelevant. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. They do not need 

this amendment if it does not go up. It 
seems to me they cannot have it both 
ways and I am very much in sympathy 

with the Senator from Ohio. I would 
support him. I would encourage you to 
allow this to go to a vote as soon as 
possible. I hope he has the votes. I 
think he has the votes but I under
stand the Banking managers are ready 
to go on to the banking provisions of 
this bill and I would just as soon we go 
on and dispose of this as soon as we 
can in hopes that you win. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank the 
minority member of the Finance Com
mittee. Mr. President, I want to speak 
to my colleagues for just a minute and 
then I want to make a motion. 

There may be different points of 
view on this subject as there obviously 
are and I think that there are some 
who feel very strongly against repeal
ing the windfall profit tax and I know 
there are some who feel very strongly 
that the windfall profit tax should be 
repealed. But I believe that that is an 
issue that ought to stand on its own. It 
ought to be in the tax bill or it ought 
to be a separate bill. All we are going 
to do if we keep it on the trade bill is 
tie this Senate up for many hours to
night and tomorrow as well. 

I do not think that makes good 
sense. I believe that there is a time 
and a place for legislation around 
here. 

There is a time and place for a tax 
bill. There is a time and a place for a 
trade bill. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise today in support of the amend
ment to repeal the windfall profit tax 
offered by the distinguished Senator 
from Oklahoma. This is not a new 
issue to us. Since 1980, our domestic 
oil producers have been saddled with 
this so-called windfall profit tax, 
which in reality amounts to an excise 
tax. 

In 1980, I opposed passage of the 
windfall profit tax conference report 
because, in my judgment, it would not 
contribute to a solution of our energy 
problems. In fact, this tax has not con
tributed to solving our energy prob
lems. In fact, this tax has not contrib
uted to solving our energy problems
it has done just the opposite. The com
plex and burdensome tax it has im
posed on independent producers has 
actually compounded energy prob
lems. 

Our concern, and indeed our obliga
tion to the American people, is to op
erate an energy program that will 
insure adequate fuel resources in the 
short term, while we undertake a 
viable program of developing long
term energy alternatives. 

This tax has hampered those efforts. 
The bottom line is that this is not an 
excess profits tax at all, but merely an 
excise tax, to be ultimately paid by the 
American consumer. It has amounted 
to a complex taxing scheme which re
distributes resources from oil produc
ers to the Federal Government, rather 
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than being an integral part of a fair, 
responsible and effective energy pro
gram. For these reasons, I urge repeal 
of this tax. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to Join my distinguished 
colleagues in proposing an amendment 
to repeal the windfall profit tax. The 
tax was passed in 1980, at a time when 
oil prices had skyrocked, following ac
tions of the OPEC cartel. 

Today we have an entirely different 
set of circumstances. The oil industry 
is not paying a windfall profit tax, be
cause the price is not high enough to 
trigger the tax and they do not have 
any profits. Additionally, there are sig
nificant costs associated with the pa
perwork required to meet the adminis
trative requirements of the tax. It is 
ridiculous to require companies to 
spend millions of dollars on paperwork 
to report to· the Government that they 
do not owe anything. Now is the time 
to repeal this tax. 

The tax has done nothing to help us 
combat imports. It is only a tax on do
mestic producers. It is not a tax on im
ports. And it is these imports that 
have displaced domestic production 
and contributed to our negative bal
ance of payments and the negative 
balance of trade we currently are ex
periencing in this country-last year, 
over a $50-billion deficit in oil. 

NEW JllEXICO 

New Mexico is the fifth largest oil 
and gas producing State in the Nation 
in terms of total quantity and has suf
fered from the decline of oil and gas 
prices. Oil prices have declined from 
$26 per barrel in January 1986 to $11 
in July 1986, with a gradual increase 
since then to $19 per barrel. Revenues 
generated by the industry showed a 
25-percent drop in 1986. The total 
value of New Mexico's oil and gas ac
tivity has dropped 46 percent in the 
past year. Employment by the indus
try dropped from a low of 13,200 in 
1985 to 9,000 in October 1986. The 
number of drilling rigs are down to an 
average of 29 compared with 71 last 
year. And of the State's bankruptcies, 
estimated to be 2,500 for 1986, one
f ourth occurred in those counties 
where most of the State's oil and gas 
is produced. Clearly, effective action is 
needed to correct the decline of the in
dustry. 

CONCLUSION 

I don't have to describe in great 
detail the current condition of our 
struggling oil industry. One can easily 
evaluate the status of this industry in 
which 86 percent of its drilling rigs are 
not pumping oil, and the only profits 
come from refining and distributing 
imported oil. Our independent produc
ers, the backbone of our exploration 
efforts in this country, are in severe fi
nancial straits. These problems threat
en our ability to meet future energy 
needs domestically. We must acknowl
edge that the future of the industry is 

bleak unless we in the Congress take 
some positive steps to help this impor
tant industry recover. The repeal of 
the windfall profit tax is one such 
step. 

I ask my colleagues to vote for this 
important step to help revitalize the 
oil industry that is so critical to our 
future. 

<By request of Mr. BYRD, the follow
ing statement was ordered to be print
ed in the RECORD:) 
• Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I support 
this amendment to repeal the windfall 
profit tax on domestic crude oil. As a 
cosponsor of this legislation, I believe 
repeal would greatly increase our 
energy security by reducing oil im
ports. In addition, the amendment is 
revenue neutral. Repeal of the wind
fall profit tax is the most responsible 
way to boost domestic oil production. 

This legislation would help the oil 
industry revive itself. Not only would 
the elimination of the tax encourage 
exploration and development of do
mestic oil resources, but it would also 
reduce burdensome compliance and 
administrative costs. Increased U.S. 
production translates into reduced de
pendence on foreign sources of oil. 

In 1980, I supported the measure, 
imposed on a domestic industry which 
was in a position to profit unreason
ably on the heels of OPEC tactics. 
Now, oil prices hover around their 
lowest level in years. According to a 
Joint Committee on Taxation report, 
the inflation-adjusted price of oil is 
now less than half of what it was 
when the windfall profit tax was en
acted. So now we must act to redress 
the balance. 

Moreover, according to a 1986 Con
gressional Research Service report, 
the windfall profit tax is not expected 
to produce any revenue for fiscal years 
1988 through 1993 when it is sched
uled to be fully phased out. And, 
repeal of the tax would stimulate the 
oil industry which would in turn gen
erate more revenue for the Federal 
Government. 

If in the future we find ourselves 
faced with skyrocketing oil prices, we 
can review this issue. I realize that oil 
prices, like Middle Eastern politics, 
can be volatile. For now, however, the 
best course is to repeal the tax. 

Economic problems in Texas, Louisi
ana, Oklahoma, Kansas, Pennsylvania, 
Alaska-in all States that depend on 
the oil industry for their economic 
well-being-are not simply regional 
problems. The decline of the domestic 
oil industry affects all of us, and we 
must craft a national solution to re
verse that decline.e 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, once 
again I am privileged to cosponsor an 
amendment to repeal the so-called 
windfall profit tax, and I commend 
Senator BOREN for off ertng the 
amendment. 

I opposed this egregious tax when it 
was first approved, and have fought 
for its repeal ever since. 

There never was any windfall to tax 
and there is certainly not much profit 
in the production of crude oil today. 

Actually, in the last year alone do
mestic production of crude oil fell by 
800,000 barrels of oil per day and our 
dependence on foreign oil increased 
from 27 percent to over 40 percent in a 
little over 1 year. Much of our lost pro
duction is from stripper wells. Last 
year, 97,000 stripper wells were capped 
as opposed to 18,000 wells in the year 
before. 

As the Congress sits idly by, margin
al production continues to be capped 
and lost forever, our dependence on 
imported foreign oil skyrockets to near 
record levels, and domestic producers, 
their bankers and other dependent 
businesses continue to fall. 

During earlier consideration of this 
bill, we removed a provision that, 
while not perfect, would have focused 
our attention on a severe national and 
economic security problem-the loss of 
current oil production and inability to 
search for new reserves. This was the 
so-called peril point provision which 
had been inserted by the distinguished 
chairman of the Finance Committee 
with my support. We can at least take 
this small step to improve the situa
tion. 

No one here will argue the windfall 
profit tax is singularly responsible for 
the industry's problem. But it is cer
tainly a detriment to new exploration 
at a time when producers are already 
at or past the margin. 

Several of my colleagues have al
ready stated that the tax brings in no 
revenue, so there can be no objection 
to repealing it on budgetary grounds. 
However, it does impose costly record
keeping requirements on the industry, 
inflicting a punishment on an already 
crippled segment of our economy. 

Our trade deficit isn't only from 
Honda's or television sets. In a little 
over 1 year, our dependence on im
ported crude oil has risen from 27 to 
40 percent and our trade deficit has 
risen accordingly. Yet we apparently 
cannot see what other effect it is 
having. In the 3 years following the 
1973 Arab oil embargo our gross na
tional product fell by 2.5 percent 
which, according to the domestic pe
troleum council, is directly attributa
ble to the oil crisis. Similarly, the 
council found a 3.5-percent reduction 
in GNP in the 3 years following the 
1979 oil crisis. 
It is simply time to repeal this ill 

conceived tax, and I thank my col
leagues who have joined me in the 
effort. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, as we 
vote on this amendment, I think it is 
important to note for the record that 
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the repeal of the windfall profit tax 
would have a budgetary impact. 

There is no official Budget Act point 
of order against this amendment. But 
that's only because CBO's February 
oil price projections were so low that 
they projected no revenue at all from 
the windfall profits tax. So, based on 
the February baseline, there would be 
no revenue loss from repealing the 
tax. 

As we all know, however, oil prices 
have risen since that baseline was cal
culated. I hear from CBO now that 
they will use new oil price assumptions 
to calculate their August baseline. 
Measured against this, the repeal of 
the oil windfall profit tax would result 
in a revenue loss. 

I repeat, there is no Budget Act 
point of order against this amend
ment. The proposed amendment vio
lates only that act's spirit, not its 
word. 

Mr. SIMPSON. The windfall profit 
tax is one of the few remaining lega
cies of the misguided and bizarre Fed
eral energy policies of the 1970's. 
These policies included price controls 
and entitlements and imposition of pu
nitive taxes on the crude oil produc
tion industry when oil prices were 
high. During this current time when 
our domestic energy industry is in a 
severe economic crisis, the least the 
U.S. Congress should do is eliminate 
one of the most discouraging policies 
and repeal the windfall profit tax. 

No other single industry or commod
ity in the United States has a windfall 
profit tax. The continuation of the 
windfall profit tax is a devastating dis
incentive to investment in domestic 
production and it also carries with it a 
severe administrative burden. 

The windfall profit tax still imposes 
these heavy administrative costs even 
though it is generating little or no rev
enue right now. The current annual 
administrative cost of compliance is 
nearly $100 million. 

Repealing the windfall profit tax 
would send a vital and positive signal 
to our domestic energy industry at a 
time when positive signals are dra
matically very few and far between. In 
the long run, outright repeal would 
buoy up an industry that employs mil
lions of Americans, it would regain lost 
ground and place domestic producers 
on an even footing with foreign pro
ducers. 

The windfall profit tax has certainly 
hurt the American consumer by in
creasing our reliance on foreign oil. 
Since the tax discourages production 
from marginal wells and discourages 
exploration and development there is 
little incentive to replace our declining 
oil reserves. Thus domestic production 
is reduced and imports go up. 

The windfall profit tax was an un
timely idea that has now lost all possi
ble reasons for its existence. I there-

fore urge my colleagues to vote for the 
repeal of the windfall profit tax. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I move to lay the motion to recommit 
on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
GRAHAM). The question is on the 
motion to table. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there further debate? 
There being no further debate, the 

question is on the motion to lay on the 
table the motion to recommit. 

The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
ADAMS], the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. BIDEN], the Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. GoRE], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], 
and the SenRtor from Illinois [Mr. 
SIMON] are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is absent 
because of death in family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 36, 
nays 57, as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 192 Leg.] 
YEAS-36 

Bradley Fowler Mitchell 
Byrd Glenn Moynihan 
Chafee Graham Packwood 
Chiles Grassley Pell 
Cohen Harkin Proxmire 
Cranston Heinz Reid 
D'Amato Kerry Riegle 
Danforth Lautenberg Rockefeller 
DeConcini Leahy Sar banes 
Dodd Levin Sasser 
Duren berger Metzenbaum Specter 
Ford Mikulski Weicker 

NAYS-57 
Armstrong Gramm Murkowski 
Baucus Hatch Nickles 
Bentsen Hatfield Pressler 
Bingaman Hecht Quayle 
Bond Heflin Roth 
Boren Helms Rud.man 
Boschwitz Hollings Sanford 
Breaux Humphrey Shelby 
Bumpers Inouye Simpson 
Burdick Johnston Stafford 
Cochran Karnes Stennis 
Conrad Kassebaum Stevens 
Daschle Kasten Symms 
Dixon Lugar Thurmond 
Dole Matsunaga Trible 
Domenici McCain Wallop 
Evans McClure Warner 
Exon McConnell Wilson 
Garn Melcher Wirth 

NOT VOTING-7 
Adams Kennedy Simon 
Bi den Nunn 
Gore Pryor 

So the motion to lay on the table 
the motion to recommit was rejected. 

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New Jersey. 
AMENDMENT NO. 15015 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. BRAD

LEY] proposed an amendment numbered 
505. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. BENTSEN. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
The clerk will continue reading the 

amendment. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
Strike everything after line 2 and insert in 

lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. . CIGARE'ITE EXCISE TAX INCREASE. 

Section 5701(b) of the Internal Revenue 
Code is am.ended by striking "$8" and insert
ing "$16" in lieu thereof and by striking 
"$16.80" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$33.60". 

AMENDMENT NO. 606 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from California [Mr. CRAN

STON] proposed an amendment numbered 
506 to amendment No. 505. 

Strike everything after Sec. and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 
--. CIGARETTE EXCISE TAX INCREASE. 

Section 570Hb> of the Internal Revenue 
Code is amended by striking "$8" and insert
ing "$16" in lieu thereof and by striking 
"$16.80" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$34.60". 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I will 
vote to table these amendments which 
seek to rewrite tax law on this trade 
bill. A lot of Members have spent a lot 
of time trying to deal with the trade 
problem we face and amendments of 
this type only threaten our ability to 
complete action on this vitally impor
tant bill. 

What I find particularly frustrating 
is the fact that there is no need to ad
dress tax issues on this bill. In a few 
short weeks, we will have a reconcilia
tion bill before us, a bill which will 
deal with tax related issues. If people 
feel strongly that the windfall profit 
tax ought to be eliminated, that is the 
time to raise the issue. If people feel 
that cigarette taxes ought to be raised, 
that is the time to raise the issue. 
After all, the windfall profit tax has 
been around for almost 10 years; 
surely we can wait 10 days before we 
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make a decision about whether or not 
we want to keep it. 

I want there to be no misunder
standing about the meaning of my 
vote on these tax provisions, Mr. Presi
dent. When we consider the reconcilia
tion bill, I may well end up voting for 
some of the excise taxes I am now 
voting to defeat-indeed, if we elimi
nate the windfall profit tax, the need 
to increase other excise taxes will be 
even more urgent. But tonight, my 
vote is not determined by the merits of 
the particular tax before us; rather my 
vote is determined by the fact that no 
tax issues ought to be associated with 
this bill. We need a trade bill and 
these amendments threaten our abili
ty to get one. 

I will not support efforts which have 
the effect of threatening our ability to 
achieve the sort of reform in trade law 
which we need. In my mind, these 
amendments do threaten that goal
and they do so needlessly since we will 
get to consider all tax related ques
tions when we get to the reconciliation 
bill in the next few weeks. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I move 
to table the Cranston amendment. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I send a 
cloture motion to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the cloture motion. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
We, the undersigned Senators, in accord

ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on S. 1420, a 
bill to authorize negotiations of reciprocal 
trade agreements, to strengthen United 
States Trade laws, and for other purposes. 
Senators Robert C. Byrd, Claiborne Pell, 
Bob Packwood, Alan Cranston, Spark Mat
sunaga, William Proxmire, Jay Rockefeller, 
Jeff Bingaman, Pat Leahy, Bob Graham, 
John Glenn, Jim Sasser, Paul Sarbanes, 
Wendell Ford, Harry Reid, Don Riegle, 
Dennis DeConcini, Carl Levin, and Daniel P. 
Moynihan. 

Mr. BRADLEY and Mr. GRAMM 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is the motion to 
table, which has been submitted by 
the Senator from Texas, which is not 
debatable. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the amendment offered by the 
Senator from California CMr. CRAN
STON]. On this question the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Delaware CMr. 
BIDEN], the Senator from Tennessee 
CMr. GORE], the Senator from Massa-

chusetts CMr. KENNEDY], and the Sen
ator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON] are nec
essarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas CMr. PRYOR] is absent 
because of death in family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 74, 
nays 20, as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 193 Leg.] 
YEAS-74 

Adams Garn Mitchell 
Armstrong Graham Murkowsk.i 
Bentsen Gramm Nickles 
Bond Grassley Nunn 
Boren Hatch Pressler 
Boschwitz Hecht Proxmire 
Breaux Hen in Quayle 
Bumpers Heinz Roth 
Byrd Helms Rudman 
Chiles Holll.ngs Sanford 
Cochran Humphrey Sar banes 
Cohen Inouye Sasser 
Conrad Johnston Shelby 
D'Amato Karnes Simpson 
Danforth Kassebaum Stafford 
Daschle Kasten Stennis 
DeConcini Kerry Stevens 
Dixon Levin Symms 
Dole Lugar Thurmond 
Domenic! Matsunaga Trible 
Durenberger McCain Wallop 
Evans McClure Warner 
Exon McConnell Weicker 
Ford Melcher Wilson 
Fowler Mikulski 

NAYS-20 
Baucus Glenn Packwood 
Bingaman Harkin Pell 
Bradley Hatfield Reid 
Burdick Lautenberg Rockefeller 
Chafee Leahy Specter 
Cranston Metzenbaum Wirth 
Dodd Moynihan 

NOT VOTING-6 
Bi den Kennedy Riegle 
Gore Pryor Simon 

So the motion to taole the amend
ment No. 506 was agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

majority leader. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am 

going to send an amendment to the 
desk. I do not like to do this. We are 
getting nowhere on this bill. I have al
ready sent a cloture motion to the 
desk. That vote on the cloture motion 
will be on Friday. The cloture motion 
will be on the bill and if we adopt clo
ture on this bill, of course, that will 
cause the nongermane pending amend
ments to fall, and if cloture is invoked, 
of course, we will not have any more 
nongermane amendments, hopefully. 

This is a serious bill. We have been 
on it now 3 weeks day after tomorrow. 
The two managers have been here all 
the time. We had one Saturday ses
sion, I believe, on it. We are not get
ting anywhere. 

This can go on all night with tabling 
motions. Table the second-degree 
amendment and another amendment 
can be offered over and over and over. 

This is not a tax bill. I realize there 
is no rule of germaneness in the 
Senate but I would assume that there 

are enough Senators in here who are 
opposed to the windfall profit tax, not 
to let it come to a vote. I do not know. 

I do not know whether it would sur
vive in conference if it got to confer., 
ence. 

I just voted to table the cigarette 
tax. Now I am going to send the ciga
rette tax increase to the desk. Why? 
Because the distinguished Republican 
leader is going to seek recognition in 
his own right. He has a right to do 
that. He has as much right to off er a 
second-degree amendment as I have. 

But I just want to show the futility 
of this. I can stand up here all night 
and get second-degree amendments in. 
But what does that get us on this bill? 
We do not get anywhere and if we quit 
at this moment we are not going to 
finish this bill tomorrow. 

So what we are doing is just prolong
ing the agony of those who have a re
sponsibility to get this bill through. I 
am for wiping everything off the bill 
other than those amendments which 
have been adopted already. So, I am 
going to send this amendment to the 
desk. I do not favor it. I may favor it 
in a reconciliation bill but that is the 
place to discuss taxes. I might favor 
amendments in that bill, which I 
might not otherwise. We are going to 
have to raise revenues, but this is not 
a revenue-raising measure. 

I think we ought to quit playing 
games at this point. We have all had 
our fun, myself included. Let us just 
agree that we are going to get on with 
the amendments that relate to trade. 

This bill has to be passed at some 
point. I hope that my motion to table 
the underlying amendment will carry. 
I hope it will just wipe them both out. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 507 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask it be 
reported. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from West Virginia CMr. 

BYRD] proposes an amendment numbered 
507 to amendment No. 505. 

Strike everything after Sec. and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

CIGARETTE EXCISE TAX INCREASE 

Section 570l<b> of the Internal Revenue 
Code is amended by striking "$8" and insert
ing "$16" in lieu thereof, and by striking 
"$16.80" and inserting in lieu therefor 
"$35.60". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I will 
yield to the Republican leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I do not 
disagree with the majority leader. I do 
not know how we are going to resolve 
this dilemma. It seems to me the trade 
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bill was rather impartant to us when 
we started. I think all of us maybe 
stepped over the line. I know we spent 
a number of hours on reflagging, 
which is not germane either. Probably 
a couple of days were spent on that 
one issue. 

We will have a cloture vote again to
morrow. If cloture is invoked, there 
are several amendments to be filed 
and we can spend 30 hours on that. It 
seems to me that is not in the interest 
of certainly the managers or anybody 
else. If we do not want a trade bill this 
year, I assume this all would be pro
ductive, if that is the goal, not to have 
a bill. 

I certainly want to work with the 
majority leader. I think he has already 
made the first step, the cloture 
motion. I do not know whether we can 
get Wlanimous consent that no more 
nongermane amendments be added to 
the bill or not. Probably not. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if the dis
tinguished Republican leader will 
yield, I ask unanimous consent that 
the vote on cloture on this bill occur 
tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
KERRY). Is there objection? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Reserving the right 
to object. 

Mr. Leader, I do not want to object, 
but I will now because I have two 
amendments pending and I would 
want to be sure that they are ger
mane. I am not quite sure. I think 
they are, but because I am not sure, I 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. 

Does the minority leader yield the 
floor? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes. 
Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New Jersey. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, the 

amendment before us by the Senator 
from Texas contains a motion to re
commit and report back without the 
windfall profit tax. It has been amend
ed by two degrees by amendments that 
would raise the cigarette tax to 35 
cents a pack. In order to expedite the 
vote, because the Senator from Texas 
admitted he made an error, and that 
his real intent was to propose a motion 
to table his own motion to recommit
if I misunderstood the Senator from 
Texas, I will stand to be corrected 
after I complete my remarks-I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ment of the Senator from Texas be 
modified to move the effective date 
earlier, to December l, 1987, instead of 
December 31, 1987. 

The PR:ESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on a unanimous-consent re
quest to obtain a modification of the 
Gramm amendment. 

Mr. GRAMM. Would the Senator 
from New Jersey tell us why he is in-

terested in this date? I reserve the 
right to object. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I think it is very im
portant. I think by moving it earlier 
we will get a clear will of the Senate 
on this amendment. 

Mr. GRAMM. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I ask 

for the yeas and nays on the underly
ing motion to recommit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It re
quires unanimous consent to order the 
yeas and nays on a proposition which 
would not be in order. Is there objec
tion? 

Mr. HELMS. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
The yeas and nays had previously 

been ordered but this is not the pend
ing business. Does the Senator from 
New Jersey yield the floor? 

Mr. BRADLEY. I yield the floor. 
Mr. GRAMM. I would like to remind 

everybody how we got to where we 
are, Mr. President. The distinguished 
Senator from Oklahoma, Senator 
BOREN, offered with me an amend
ment to repeal the windfall profit tax 
and that amendment had 17 cospan
sors. We are debating a trade bill 
having to do with the trade deficit. 
Twenty percent of that trade deficit 
comes from oil. I submitted during the 
debate a letter from the Congressional 
Budget Office making note of the fact 
that there were no deficit impacts 
from repealing the windfall profit tax 
and yet it is clear that repealing that 
tax takes the dead weight, cold, wet 
blanket of disincentive off domestic 
production. 

I believe, and obviously the Senator 
from Oklahoma believes, 17 cospon
sors believe, and the majority of the 
Senate believes by their vote, that this 
is a relevant amendment, that it is a 
worthy amendment. 

I certainly believe that when you are 
talking about 20 percent of the trade 
deficit being oil, this is a germane 
amendment. In fact, this is about as 
germane as you can get an amend
ment. 

I object, Mr. President, to the fact 
that when people do not support al
lowing the will of the majority to 
work, then they suddenly want to put 
amendments on, which they have a 
right to do, but because those amend
ments are extraneous, they seek by 
that process to take the underlying 
amendment. I submit that repealing 
the windfall profit tax to provide in
centives for domestic production, to 
lower oil imports, to reduce the trade 
deficit, is relevant to this trade bill. 

I wish this issue could be voted on, 
on its merits. Let us come to a vote. I 
think the will of the Senate was ex
pressed on the Metzenbaum motion to 
table. I believe the majority of the 
Members are willing to repeal the 

windfall profit tax as part of the trade 
bill. 

We can let our will be exercised 
here, go to conference, hopefully the 
House will see the wisdom of this posi
tion, and it will become part of the 
bill. 

But while I am certainly willing to 
say that a tax on cigarettes is extrane
ous to the trade bill while other provi
sions may be extraneous, repealing the 
windfall profit tax is not extraneous. I 
would hope that we could deal with it 
on its own merits. 

The final point, and I will then yield 
the floor: the only way we got into the 
motion to recommit with instructions 
was because the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio objected to something that 
we have allowed to happen here for 
several days. That is he objected to 
setting aside the pending amendment 
on reflagging, That is something con
sistently we have done to amendment 
after amendment after amendment. 

But the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio, totally within his rights, object
ed. 
It would have been easy for one of 

us who feels very passionately about 
the amendment before us to have 
simply said, "I am going to object to 
setting that amendment aside or any 
other amendment if my amendment is 
not going to be considered." There 
might have been sympathy for that 
view but it would have hardly been 
productive. 

Instead, we went around the Metz
enbaum objection by having a motion 
to recommit, my point being that was 
a motion to try to expedite the busi
ness of the Senate, to deal with the 
substance of this issue rather than al
lowing the will of the Senate to be 
held up. 

So I hope, I am confident, given the 
vote before~ that we are going to table 
or def eat this cigarette tax. I am hope
ful the same will happen with the 
other underlying amendment. I simply 
want to express my hope that we can 
vote on repealing the windfall profit 
tax. That is a trade issue. It is a rele
vant issue. I think the Senator from 
Oklahoma and our 17 cosponsors have 
a right to have their amendment voted 
on. 

If the Senate is for it, as they indi
cate they are, on the Metzenbaum 
motion to table, then it will prevail. If 
people change their mind, it will not 
prevail but then we can go on to an
other issue. I yield the floor. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I have 
to agree with the comments that have 
just been made by the Senator from 
Texas. I want to quote from a Con
gressional Research Service repart 
made by the Economics Division in 
analyzing the windfall profit tax. A 
part of this report says as follows: 

The second fundamental criticism. of the 
windfall profit tax is that it is a tax on oil 
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produced domestically in the United States. 
This tax. therefore, reduces domestic oil 
production and increases oil imports both in 
the short run and the long run. 

Now, we are talking about a trade 
bill. We are trying to confront a trade 
deficit. as has just been said, 20 per
cent of which has to do with the im
portation of on. We are talking about 
taking an action that is desperately 
important to an important segment of 
the economy, to a region of the coun
try that has been hard hit, that finds 
itself in more than an economic reces
sion, in a virtual depression. That is 
why I offer this amendment. I think it 
is relevant to this trade bill. I think it 
is an action that is long overdue. 

The Senate expressed itself very 
clearly on that tabling motion. It 
failed by a vote of 57 to 36. There were 
in fact two cosponsors of this actual 
proposal who were not present for 
that vote. That would make 59 Mem
bers of the Senate expressing them
selves either by vote or cosponsorship 
of this proposal. This is a strong bipar
tisan expression of the Senate that 
something should be done. There are 
19 authors altogether, 17 others in ad
dition to the Senator from Texas and 
myself, 10 of them are on this side of 
the aisle. Ten Democrats and nine Re
publicans have joined together in an 
absolutely bipartisan proposal which 
has clearly commanded a majority 
vote here in the Senate tonight. 

I want us to move ahead. I think this 
proposal will strengthen this bill. I 
think it will help us decrease the trade 
imbalance if it is passed, and we can do 
so in a very simple and expeditious 
fashion by simply tabling the Bradley 
amendment that is now pending and 
moving to an up or down vote on the 
motion to instruct. The Senate has al
ready expressed its will, and we will 
then be ready to move on with this 
trade bill. It should not take any time 
at all if those who have not been on 
the prevailing side would simply let a 
majority of the Senate work its will. It 
could be done in less than an hour. We 
are ready to do that. We are ready to 
have a vote on the Bradley amend
ment and then we are ready to go to 
vote on the underlying amendment 
which has been offered by almost one
fifth of all the Members of this Senate 
on a bipartisan basis and which has 
commanded a very clear majority on 
the Senate floor tonight. 

So I urge my colleagues to let us 
move ahead expeditiously to consider 
this matter that is of extreme impor
tance I believe to our national security 
and the national trade policy and is of 
desperate importance to a part of the 
country that has been hurting and 
hurting badly for the last 3 to 4 years. 

I am encouraged by this vote. It 
shows clearly how the Members of the 
Senate feel, and I think the Senate 
should have an opportunity for the 
majority to work its will tonight. 

Mr. METZENBAUM addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
this is one of those situations the 
Senate gets itself into ever so often. 
Every time we get into this kind of sit
uation it is when somebody takes an 
important piece of legislation, whether 
it is a continuing resolution or supple
ment appropriations bill or debt ceil
ing bill or any one of a host of other 
measures, and goes afield in order to 
bring in a subject that is not pertinent 
to it. This is not a tax bill. There will 
be a tax bill before this session is con
cluded. In the tax bill this amendment 
would be entirely relevant. At that 
time we would be in a position to talk 
about the dollars involved. 

There is a rather interesting com
mentary that should be made in con
nection with this subject. First they 
argue that if you repeal the windfall 
profit tax, it will cause more oil to 
flow, and that therefore it will be good 
for the economy. But at the same time 
they say if you leave the tax in, it is 
not going to produce any more money 
anyhow. 

Well, if it is not going to produce 
any more money, then why do you 
have to repeal it? It is not going to be 
applicable to anybody. 

It is just one of those horns of a di
lemma you talk about where you meet 
yourself coming back around the 
corner. If it does not produce any 
more money, then why are you asking 
to repeal it? And if it does produce 
more money, then it means that oil 
prices are going to increase and the 
commitment which was made when we 
repealed the price controls in now 
being reneged upon. 

If we would permit this bill to be the 
trade bill that it is not try to confuse 
the issue with a windfall profit tax 
repeal. the Senate would move ahead. 
But time and time again we look for a 
vehicle-I have done it myself and I do 
not deny it, but the fact is the Senate 
does not acquit itself well, it does not 
stand 10 feet tall when it uses a trade 
bill in order to make it into a tax bill. 

So, Mr. President, let me inquire of 
the Chair, have the yeas and nays 
been ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have not been ordered 
on the Byrd amendment. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. I move to table the 

Byrd amendment. 
Mr. HELMS. I ask for the yeas and 

nays. 

Mr. GRAMM. And I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

Mr. GRAMM. I withdraw my re
quest for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there is a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the amendment. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
BIDEN], the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GORE], the Senator from Massa
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], and the Sen
ator from Illinois CMr. SIMON], are 
necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR], is absent 
because of death in family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 77, 
nays 18, as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 194 Leg.] 
YEAS-77 

Adams Ford Murkowski 
Armstrong Fowler Nickles 
Baucus Graham Nunn 
Bentsen Gramm Pressler 
Bond Grassley Proxmire 
Boren Hecht Quayle 
Boschwitz Hefiin Riegle 
Breaux Heinz Rockefeller 
Bumpers Helms Roth 
Burdick Hollings Rudman 
Byrd Humphrey Sanford 
Chiles Inouye Sar banes 
Cochran Johnston Sasser 
Cohen Karnes Shelby . 
Conrad Kassebaum Simpson 
D'Amato Kasten Stafford 
Danforth Kerry Stennis 
Daschle Levin Stevens 
DeConcini Lugar Symms 
Dixon Matsunaga Thurmond 
Dodd McCain Trible 
Dole McClure Wallop 
Domenici McConnell Warner 
Durenberger Melcher Weicker 
Evans Mikulski Wilson 
Exon Mitchell 

NAYS-18 
Bingaman Harkin Moynihan 
Bradley Hatch Packwood 
Chafee Hatfield Pell 
Cranston Lau ten berg Reid 
Garn Leahy Specter 
Glenn Metzenbaum Wirth 

NOT VOTING-5 
Biden Kennedy Simon 
Gore Pryor 

So the motion to table Amendment 
No. 507 was agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from West Virginia, the ma
jority leader, is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we 
have order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's request is correct. The 
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Senate will be in order. Senators will 
please cease their conversations in the 
aisles. 

The Senate will not proceed until 
the Senate is in order. 

The Senator from West Virginia, the 
majority leader is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

As we just demonstrated, this thing 
can go on and on and on. And some of 
us are getting sleepier and sleepier and 
sleepier. I would like for us to sober 
up, myself included. 

I voted to table my own amendment. 
As I said, I may vote for it if it is at
tached to a legitimate fundraising 
measure when it comes to having to 
raise revenues. But this is not a tax 
bill, nor is this a foreign policy bill. 

I am to offer an amendment on re
flagging and then I am going to move 
to postpone the whole kit and caboo
dle. I hope that, Mr. President, we will 
postpone indefinitely the motion to re
commit so it will carry with it all of 
the amendments that are on it, includ
ing the reflagging. 

AKENDJllENT NO. 510 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, in order 
to save time, I send an amendment to 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 

BYRD] proposes an amendment numbered 
510 to amendment No. 505. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

The amendment reads as follows: 
Strike all after "Sec." and insert in lieu 

thereof the following: 
2010. POLICY TOWARD PROTECTION OF RE

FLAGGED KUWAITI TANKERS IN THE 
PERSIAN GULF. 

<a> F'INDINGs.-The Congress finds that-
( 1) the United States has a vital strategic 

interest in the export of oil from the Per
sian Gulf region; 

(2) the United States has long-term impor
tant strategic and geopolitical interests in 
the Persian Gulf region, including the secu
rity and stability of the states in the region, 
the pursuit of which requires the freedom 
of navigation in the Persian Gulf and adja
cent waters and the prevention of hegemo
ny in the region by either Iran or Iraq; 

(3) the continuation of the Iran-Iraq war 
constitutes a grave threat to these interests; 

(4) the expansion of the Iran-Iraq war 
threatens the territorial integrity and sover
eignty of the Persian Gulf states, and, in 
particular, the pattern of intimidation prac
ticed against noncombatant states, recently 
focused on Kuwait, has raised serious and 
legitimate concerns; 

(5) the President has proposed the protec
tion, through the use of convoy escorts by 
United States Navy ships, of Kuwaiti-owned 
tankers flying the United States flag; 

(6) the Congress has examined the ration
ale for this proposal and the specific 

manner in which it would be implemented, 
including a careful review of the report enti
tled "Report On Security Arrangements In 
The Persian Gulf", which report was sub
mitted by the Secretary of Defense to the 
Congress at its request; and 

<7> the threat assessment, strategic justifi
cation, and security arrangements described 
in the Secretary of Defense's report to the 
Congress are inadequate to justify the re
flaggtng or the convoying of merchant ves
sels in the Persian Gulf by United States 
naval forces, until, at a minimum, further 
assessments have been made regarding the 
threat of terrorist attacks, mine warfare de
tection and defense, and the need for any 
required facilities for land-based aircraft. 

<b> PoLICY.-lt is the sense of the Con
gress that-

< 1> the United States should seek a settle
ment of the Iran-Iraq war through all diplo
matic means; 

(2) the United States should pursue, 
through the United Nations Security Coun
cil and other international diplomatic chan
nels, efforts-

<A> to effect mandatory sanctions, includ
ing an arms embargo, against any combat
ant state which fails to cooperate in the es
tablishment of a negotiated cease-fire; and 

<B> to promote a cessation by Iran and 
Iraq on attacks against shipping in the Per
sian Gulf; 

<3> the United States should deploy such 
naval forces in, or proximate to, the Persian 
Gulf as may be necessary to protect the 
right of free transit through the Strait of 
Hormuz, and should work closely with the 
Persian Gulf states to reestablish stability, 
security, and peace in the region; 

<4> in implementing the policy described 
in paragraphs (1) through (3), the President 
should take such steps as he deems neces
sary to achieve the cooperation of interest
ed parties, particularly naval powers among 
the major importers of Persian Gulf oil and 
the nations of the Gulf Cooperation Coun
cil; 

(5) the President should seek the conven
ing of a conference within ninety days of 
the exporters and importers of Persian Gulf 
oil to assess means for ensuring the free 
flow of oil, promoting freedom of naviga
tion, deescalating tensions and hostilities, 
contributing to the search for a negotiated 
end to the Iran-Iraq war, and developing a 
long-term policy which advances the strate
gic interests of the West and of the states in 
the region; 

<6> the proposed reflagging of Kuwaiti 
tankers should be placed in abeyance pend
ing the outcome of the initiatives and other 
measures described in this section; and 

<7> the United States should preserve its 
military flexibility in the Persian Gulf, and 
should not commit itself rigidly and exclu
sively to any narrow protection regime, such 
as convoying, for one country or one specific 
group of ships, and should explore further 
cooperative efforts, involving other naval 
powers and the regional states, to ensure 
the free transit of oil. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 

postpone indefinitely the motion to re
commit with instructions, and I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

minority leader, the Senator from 
Kansas. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I under
stand the motion to postpone indefi
nitely is debatable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
leader is correct. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, if the 
motion to postpone indefinitely car
ries, it takes, of course, this reflagging 
amendment. There is still reflagging. 
We have a cloture vote tomorrow 
morning on the Bumpers-Hatfield re
flagging amendment, and I assume 
then the repeal of the windfall profit 
tax could be offered again. 

I do not know quite how to help the 
majority leader. But I think we are 
getting near the point if we are going 
to have a trade bill, we are going to 
have to all vote for some of these 
things and see if we cannot cooperate. 
We have about reached a point where 
I assume the majority leader is getting 
somewhat frustrated. You do not look 
frustrated, but I have a feeling you 
may be frustrated or near that point. 

Would it be possible, if we get unani
mous consent to have the cloture vote 
on the bill tomorrow and if cloture 
were invoked, that we would not be in 
on Friday? Would that be tempting? 

Mr. BYRD. No, it would not, because 
we would not be finishing this bill. My 
previous statement still holds. If the 
Senate completes actions on this bill 
and the extension of the debt limit by 
the close of business tomorrow night, 
we will not be in on Friday. Otherwise, 
the vote on the cloture motion on this 
bill will occur Friday. And, at the rate 
we are going, I think we are going to 
have to off er more than one cloture 
motion to get that done. 

Let me say that I think that the 
leadership on the other side is trying 
to help us get this bill finished. If re
flagging were holding up the passage 
of this bill right at this minute, I 
would adopt the same tactics that I 
am adopting now. But reflagging is not 
holding up this bill. When it gets to 
the point where reflagging is holding 
up this bill, then I will be moving that 
aside, because I want to get this bill 
passed. We are not doing a thing. 

I want every Member now who votes 
against postponing this motion to re
commit indefinitely to remember what 
I am saying. The longer we delay the 
passage of this bill, the longer we 
delay getting out in August. And if 
that does not trouble us too much, the 
longer we delay getting out at the end 
of the session. Adjournment sine die 
will be later and later and later. 

Now we all know that we are playing 
a game here right now. That is not to 
question the sincerity of those Sena-
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tors who want to repeal the windfall 
profit tax. I do not question their sin
cerity. But on this bill, I question that 
that is the wisest course to follow on 
this bill. 

So what I am doing, I am attempting 
to do to expedite action on this bill. As 
I say, I voted against my own amend
ment on the cigarette tax, which I say 
I may vote for one day. but not on this 
bill. So I hope that Members will vote 
to postpone this motion to recommit 
indefinitely so that we can get on with 
some of the other amendments. I 
would like to have a vote on cloture on 
this bill tomorrow. But that would not 
relieve us of the Friday session unless 
we can complete action on this bill to
morrow. And maybe we could com
plete action on it tomorrow. 

Now, this motion is debatable, so I 
will yield the floor. 

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President. I would 

like to remind Members how we got 
into this situation. The distinguished 
Senator from Oklahoma, with 17 co
sponsors, tried to off er an amendment 
dealing with a commodity that com
poses 20 percent of the trade deficit of 
the United States of America. The dis
tinguished Senator from Ohio object
ed to setting aside the reflagging 
amendment, something that we have 
done on dozens of amendments previ
ously. In order not to delay the 
Senate-where any Senator who felt 
passionately about this amendment 
could stand up and say, "If the distin
guished Senator from Ohio is not 
going to let us set aside the reflagging 
amendment to consider an amendment 
dealing with 20 percent of the tr'a.de 
deficit, then I am not going to let any 
other amendments be offered,"-we 
did not do that, Mr. President. In
stead, we offered a motion to recom
mit with instructions to bring the bill 
and all of its amendments and all of 
the pending provisions back into the 
status quo with the Boren-Gramm 
amendment attached. The distin
guished Senator from Ohio then 
moved to table that amendment and 
seven Members of the Senate voted 
against that motion. 

Now. the same Senator from Ohio 
put plant closing provisions in this bill 
that I object to at least as strenuously 
as he objects to repealing the windfall 
profit tax. The Senate debated it. The 
distinguished Senator from Indiana 
offered an amendment. That amend
ment failed. At that point, this Sena
tor did not jump up and offer the llne
item veto or poison pill IV or any 
other amendment. We had voted. The 
position I believe in lost. 

I viewed the plant closing provision 
as being antitrade, antijobs. Yet, the 
same people that offered those amend
ments that are antitrade and antijobs 
now deny us the ability to vote on an 
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amendment that deals directly with 20 
percent of the trade deficit. 
It seems to me that while everybody 

has a right to do whatever they choose 
to do, there is a tremendous inequity 
and disparity as to how different sub
jects are being treated here. People 
can impose restrictions on the func
tioning of free enterprise and property 
rights, hurting the deficit, and we vote 
on it. They win. Nobody comes up and 
says this is a nongermane provision, it 
never should have been on here to 
begin with, therefore we are going to 
off er an amendment on line-item veto 
and move to postpone indefinitely. 

We had a vote. One side won, one 
side lost. We went on. 

We are frustrated, Mr. President, be
cause an amendment has been offered 
that deals with 20 percent of the trade 
deficit and all we want to do is vote on 
it. 

Instead we suddenly have all kinds 
of amendments on cigarette taxes and 
reflagging and then people talking 
about the bill being delayed. 

Our amendment does not delay the 
bill. We are willing to vote on it. In 
fact, the Senate has already spoken 
very clearly on it. I do not understand 
why we cannot simply have an up or 
down vote on this provision and let the 
Senate work its will. 

I also believe that while I under
stand the position of the distinguished 
majority leader and feel for his posi
tion, we are not going to save time by 
simply adding reflagging and then 
postponing indefinitely because any 
Member of the Senate tomorrow 
morning can rise and be recognized 
and can offer an amendment to repeal 
the windfall profit tax. 

Out of the 18 or 19 cosponsors, I am 
certain that that will be done and we 
will be exactly back here where we are 
because dealing with 20 percent of the 
trade deficit in one amendment is rele
vant and obviously something of great 
significance. 

It simply frustrates me that we 
cannot vote on something that is vital
ly important to the whole country, 
certainly important to my particular 
State, but I believe important, too, to 
every working person in America that 
is concerned about the trade issue. 

People may disagree with my posi
tion, but they get to vote no. What I 
do not understand is this unwilling
ness to vote on an issue that is directly 
related to the trade issue. Trying to 
put that off over and over and over 
again, simply keeps us here and delays 
the date when we are going to finish 
this bill. 

I intend to vote against this motion 
to postpone indefinitely. If that 
motion prevails, I intend, when and if 
I can get the floor again-unless some 
other cosponsor works out in advance 
to off er it.-to off er repeal of the wind
fall profit tax again tomorrow. Then 
we will be right back where we are to-

night on a relevant, trade-related 
amendment. We will find out then if 
someone wants to load it up with a 
bunch of amendments that are not rel-, 
evant, that are not germane, so that 
we can postpone it again. 

Simply stated, I think we will get to 
where we want to go quicker if we will 
go ahead and vote on this issue. Let 
the majority will prevail and then we 
can go on to another issue. 

I think that that is a wise course to 
follow. I hope it can be followed and I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. BOREN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. BOREN. I know our leader is 

trying to move this legislation along 
and I sympathize with his efforts. It 
has been a very difficult burden for 
him as he has tried to move not only 
this bill but many other bills through 
the legislative process and has found 
the forward motion very, very diffi
cult. I think all of us sympathize with 
that task and with that responsibility 
which he is exercising and which is re
flected in the motion which he has 
made. I understand why he has made 
it. But I would hope he would not in
definitely postpone consideration of 
this matter which, as has been said by 
the Senator from Texas, is a biparti
san proposal. There are 19 cosponsors 
of this proposal. Ten of them are from 
this side of the aisle. Nine of them are 
from the other side of the aisle. The 
Senate has voted 57 to 36 not to table 
this amendment which is a clear indi
cation that the majority want to con
sider this amendment, want to have an 
opportunity to vote on this amend
ment. 

We have had hearings on the repeal 
of the windfall profit tax in the Fi
nance Committee. We have heard 
expert testimony on this proposal. 
This is not new. It has had an oppor
tunity to be fully discussed in the com
mittee. It has been a matter that has 
been before this body for some time. 
This issue is well understood. 

It does have great bearing on the 
trade deficit, the imports of energy 
products, of oil in particular that con
tribute 20 percent to our total trade 
deficit. It is an area where we should 
take action. There is a simple way for 
us to move this bill along and yet have 
an opportunity to vote on this very im
portant issue. That is simply to pro
ceed, to have those who oppose it
simply allow an opportunity for the 
Senate to work its will-they would 
have an opportunity to vote against it, 
but to move at this time and just give 
us a chance to vote on this proposal. 

At the very least if that does not 
happen I think some agreement 
should be attempted that would give 
an opportunity to those who feel very 
strongly about this issue. It is impor
tant to our country as a whole, I am 
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convinced. It is important to our na
tional security. It is important as a 
component of trade policy and of 
course it is extremely important to a 
whole region of the country that has 
been economically devastated for the 
past 3 or 4 years. If we cannot find a 
way to vote on this immediately to
night, which is my hope, I would hope 
at the very least we would have an op
portunity to have a vehicle for allow
ing the Senate in a timely fashion to 
express its will on this matter so that 
we can move consideration of repeal of 
windfall profit tax to the other body. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, my 
State is one-fifth the size of the 
United States and it has but one oper
ating oil rig working at this time, in 
terms of a wildcat operation. We be
lieve that we have a chance to increase 
the total reserves of the United States 
substantially. But the windfall profit 
tax is still an impediment to the recov
ery of the oil industry, nationally and 
particularly in our State. 

There is not much in this trade bill 
that I can vote for. As a matter of fact, 
I am rather committed to oppose the 
bill, but I have not been out here fili
bustering against it. 

I do not see anything in the bill, as a 
matter of fact, that is consistent with 
what I believe in, in terms of free 
trade. But the majority leader said 
that there are games being played 
here and I would say to the Senate: If 
there is any lesson from the North 
syndrome that we better catch up 
with, it is that the people of this coun
try are tired of politicians playing 
games. 

I think the distinguished Senator 
from Texas has made quite a point. 

A suggestion has been made here to 
increase the cigarette tax substantial
ly, eightfold. That is playing games. 

This concept of not allowing this 
amendment to come to a vote, that is 
playing games. It is time we faced up 
to letting the votes fall where they 
may. 

I tell you, Mr. President, in my judg
ment, unless we realize the distin
guished majority leader is right, that 
we have got to get on with the busi
ness of this country, we are going to be 
in real trouble institutionally. I think 
we are in trouble already and I, for 
one, believe that a vote that says it is 
time to repeal the windfall profit tax 
and make it part of this bill, when it 
passes by a vote of 57 Members in 
favor of it, ought not to be subject to 
games. 

I hope we all start to think a little 
bit about getting on with the business 
of the country because, in my opinion, 
that is really what the people are tell
ing us. They are watching these pro
grams and responding to them. They 
are saying: Get on with the business of 
the country. And I think we ought to 

listen to the Senator from Texas in 
this matter. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

LAUTENBERG). The majority leader. 
Mr. BYRD. First of all, I suppose I 

am the one who said that we were 
playing games. I recall having said it, 
not once, not twice-perhaps three 
times. But I also said that I did not 
question the sincerity of any Member 
of this Senate who was offering an 
amendment or who supports an 
amendment to repeal the windfall 
profit tax. 
It may be at some point that I would 

vote for such an amendment. I am not 
ruling that out, just as I did not rule 
out my support of an increase in the 
cigarette tax at some point. I may do it 
because we are going to have to raise 
some revenues. 

I am not ruling out my support of 
repeal of the windfall profit tax at 
some point. But not here. This is not 
the bill. It will not be long until there 
will be some legislation that will be on 
this Senate floor that may have that 
item in it, or to which it would certain
ly be germane. 

So I merely plead with my col
leagues to get on with the work on 
this bill. Let us come to our senses. 
This is not the last day of time. There 
is a tomorrow and there is a day after 
tomorrow. There is another bill. There 
is another time. There is another op
portunity to fight the windfall profit 
tax battle. 

I hope that Senators will listen and 
will support me in my motion to post
pone this motion to recommit. Let it 
carry with it for now the windfall 
profit tax. Let it carry with it for now 
the cigarette tax. Let it carry with it 
for now, the reflagging proposal. 

There will be another day. There is 
always another vote. I have been here 
29 years and I have seen many votes 
on the same subject matter. There will 
be another vote on this one. But let us 
stop fooling around with this bill on 
this item and get on with some of the 
other amendments. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENIC! addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 

certainly will not speak very long but I 
did want to remind the Senate in addi
tion to the arguments made by the dis
tinguished Senator from Texas and 
the distinguished Senator from Okla
homa, as a matter of fact, Mr. Presi
dent, I say to the distinguished majori
ty leader, on a debt limit bill not too 
many months ago repeal of the wind
fall profit tax occurred by an affirma
tive vote of the U.S. Senate. It went to 
conference and did not survive. But 
those who opposed it did not take the 
position that we were not going to get 
it passed on that bill, but, rather, per-

mitted an up-or-down vote. It was a 
very lengthy debate. I remember the 
distinguished Senator from Ohio was 
very opposed. 

I did not hear all of his argument 
today. I assume there was a similar ar
gument that day with reference to the 
windfall profit tax. I think with his 
same excellent attack on the oil indus
try that he has made today, I assume 
he made it then. 

But the point is, he let the U.S. 
Senate vote on it. Frankly, Mr. Presi
dent, I can guarantee you that in what 
is now 1,100 pages as my guesstimate 
of the bill that is left, even after we 
took out most of the governmental op
erations section, including everything 
we added. I am back up guessing about 
1,100 pages, I do not think there is any 
doubt that repeal of the windfall 
profit tax is as relevant to the trade 
deficit and our economic future as 90 
percent of the provisions that are in 
this bill. As deferential as I am to all 
the wonderful amendments that have 
been added-four of mine or five of 
mine and a couple from my good 
friend, fellow Senator from New 
Mexico-they are all great amend
ments but we put them on this bill. 
They were controversial and nobody 
said, "You are just not going to put 
that on this bill because we are not 
going to let you vote on it". 

I think that is really the point that 
is trying to be made here tonight. It is 
not playing games. It is no more play
ing games than 30, 40, 50, or 60 of the 
amendments that are in this bill. For
give me, I have looked at some of that 
which was reported out of committees 
and I will even be bold enough to say 
that it is no more irrelevant to compe
tition and trade than 70 or 80 percent 
of the language reported out by the 
respective committees. It is just as rel
evant. 

I note that my good friend from New 
Jersey, who comes down here and 
more times than not wins-he is 
having a mild losing streak lately-I 
think even he would understand that 
when you do not change a windfall 
profit tax base for as many years as we 
have left that base intact, and the cost 
of producing oil has not even been 
looked at in terms of how has that 
changed with reference to what even 
those who favor a windfall tax feel is 
required, not this Senator, clearly it is 
no longer relevant. We were talking 
about the cost of producing oil in 
those days, a much different cost than 
today, and that has not even been ad
justed. 

Is there any argument to the fact 
that we ought not take 70 percent of 
the price over $21 a barrel for much of 
the production and put it in the cof
fers of the Federal Government in
stead of back in the field? 

I am positive that even the Senator 
from New Jersey, who does not want 
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us to vote on this, knows that that is 
no energy policy for the future. At 
least some substantial changes in that 
law ought to occur. They are never 
going to occur if we insist that on 
every bill, because somebody does not 
want it to happen, they are going to 
hold it up and not let the Senate work 
its will. 

I think that is really the point. Is 
this any more unreasonable a request, 
that we just get a chance to vote, to 
take it to conference? You have to go 
out this door and you have to meet 
with the House. You have a trade bill 
that is 1,100 pages long, that will not 
be signed unless changed. Is it too 
much to accommodate the overwhelm
ing majority of the Senators and say, 
"Let us vote on it here"? It seems to 
me that is the only issue. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Will the Sena
tor yield for a question? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I will not only yield 
but I yield the floor. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Just for a 
question. In your remarks did you not 
indicate that there were no changes in 
the windfall profits as far as price is 
concerned, and is it not a fact that 
there is an escalator that takes up the 
price and has taken it up for the last 8 
years? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. There is an escala
tion in it, I say to my friend. That had 
to do with the contemplated escalation 
in the price of oil. 

I am talking about the contemplated 
base of the cost of producing oil. They 
are not going at the same rate. They 
have changed dramatically from what 
we thought, how much it costs to 
produce oil. 

I showed the Senate, and I do not 
want to bore them again, that there is 
no more direct relationship in the pro
duction of oil in the United States and 
investment in production-there is 
nothing, not one, not one single thing 
that is more relevant-than price. As 
the price changes upward, the amount 
of billions invested in holes in the 
ground to produce oil is directly relat
ed. When it dropped precipitously to 
$9, it turned right around the other 
way and down comes the investment. 

I ask the U.S. Senate, when we are 
going up and up in dependence if we 
ought not seriously consider that 
when the price starts to go back up 
who should get the money so that we 
put some more money in the ground? 

We are saying, for much of the oil 
above $21, 70 percent of that money 
goes to the Federal Treasury. I submit 
to you none of that in that absolute 
graph that I showed you, just as clear 
as it can be. Up goes the red line of in
vestment in the ground right up along 
with the black line of price; down 
comes the black line of price and down 
comes the investment. Where will we 
do more good? To take the 70 percent 
and put it in the Government coffers 
or to put it into the ground? 

It just seems to me that at least you 
ought to start over. You ought to wipe 
this one off the books and if you are 
interested in a windfall profit tax in a 
new world, then look at it. But it is a 
new world, a total new energy world. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New Jersey. 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, just a 

few facts. Last year the windfall profit 
tax raised zero, no revenue. The wind
fall profit tax addresses old oil and 
new oil. There are a few other compli
cated categories, but those are the two 
major categories. You have to get to 
$19 a barrel on old oil before you are 
subject to the windfall profit tax. The 
present price of oil is about $18.50 a 
barrel. The windfall profit tax would 
apply only to the difference between 
$19 and the market price. 

On new exploration, new oil, when 
windfall profit tax was passed, new oil 
was given a much higher base. You 
have to get to $27 .50 a barrel price 
before you trigger the windfall profit 
tax on new oil. The windfall profit tax 
applies only to the difference between 
$27 .50 and whatever the market is for 
new oil. 

I think it stretches the point a little 
bit to say that what we do on a wind
fall profit tax, even though it has 
raised no revenue, even though it 
touches not a whole lot of the oil, is 
going to make any difference in the 
next 3 years. So, Mr. President, I have 
debated this for a number of years and 
maybe the windfall profit tax has lost 
some of its usefulness. With the inge
nuity of the proponents of this amend
ment, however, I do not doubt that 
they will find another vehicle, so I 
think that supporting the majority 
leader's amendment to postpone con
sideration of this amendment indefi
nitely will not set back the cause of 
the windfall profit repeal advocates. I 
have great confidence in their ingenui
ty, that they will yet again bring the 
issue before the Senate, and then we 
can have the debate with windfall 
profit tax repeal. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I do 
not wish to get into all the merits and 
demerits of the windfall profit tax. 
However, after hearing so many com
ments from my friends on the other 
side about letting the Senate work its 
will and not holding up the Senate, I 
am reminded that we have a bill that 
has been set aside now called S. 2, the 
campaign finance reform bill which, if 
I am not mistaken, has received at 
least 55 votes on cloture-not enough 
but at least 55, a majority of the 
Senate. I would ask why we cannot let 
the Senate work its will on that bill. 
So I would just hope that my friends 

on the other side, who are at this late 
hour making some rather injudicious 
statements about letting the Senate 
work its will, remember that state
ments made at this hour may come 
back to bite them in the not too dis
tant future. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I am 
sorry that I have not been able to be 
on the floor during the debate on this 
matter during the day, but those of us 
who have duty of serving on the Select 
Committee are somewhat distracted 
from the normal pursuit of duties on 
the floor on issues of this kind. 

I have been waiting a long time for 
the opportunity to vote on the floor of 
the Senate for a repeal of the windfall 
profit tax, a measure which was faulty 
when it was enacted, was wrong and 
counterproductive throughout its 
entire life, and ought to be removed at 
the earliest possible time. We have 
never been able to get it here in the 
clean manner that somebody is sug
gesting now we should. 

As former chairman of the Energy 
and Natural Resources Committee, we 
tried to put together a package of 
which this would be one element, and 
we failed in the committee to get 
agreement on that package. We are 
going to make other attempts-and I 
am certain that the Senator from New 
Jersey knows we will make other at
tempts-to get this matter to the floor 
if not resolved on this bill. That would 
have a great deal of appeal to me if it 
were not for two facts. One, it has 
been a long time until we got it here. 
We eventually did it by this strategem 
on this bill at this time, tardy as it is 
in my estimation. Second, I would be 
more persuaded if I really believed 
that the opponents of the windfall 
profit tax would not do precisely the 
same thing the next time we bring it 
up. In my judgment, if there is one 
thing that is wrong with what we are 
trying to do it is that we are trying to 
take a fundamental issue that has 
been around for a long time and push 
its resolution off to some other time at 
some other place on some other bill. It 
has been too long reaching this point. 
The Senator from New Jersey has 
said, and quite correctly, there are two 
major classes of oil, and as a matter of 
fact, under the provisions of the wind
fall profit tax, the tax levied and col
lected last year was zero. I think the 
implication from that is it did not 
affect anything. 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth. And if that was the implication, 
let us lay that to rest immediately be
cause the presence of a windfall profit 
tax on the books affects investment 
judgment. If there is one thing we 
need today, it is increased production 
of oil in the United States. In order to 
get that, you have to have increased 
investment in oil production. You are 
not going to increase production in 
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this country as long as you slow or 
stifle investment in exploration and 
development of new wells. You cannot 
get that kind of stimulus as long as 
you have on the books the law that 
says, "If you guess right and you 
invest your money and the price of oil 
goes up, the Government gets the 
windfall." 

That is precisely what the message 
is now. There could be nothing more 
counterproductive than the current 
law and it ought to be changed. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I think 
this is a matter that should be clari
fied. I felt, listening to the Senator 
from New Jersey, that he felt the defi
nition of new oil was such that it 
would really apply to most drilling 
that is ongoing. In other words, there 
is no danger that drilling would be dis
couraged as we are at borderline levels 
as far as the windfall profit tax is con
cerned on old oil because all results 
from new drilling would be treated as 
new oil. 

That simply is not the case. Much of 
the drilling that is going on in the 
country right now is what we call in
field development drilling. It means 
you are going into a reservoir that has 
already been proved and continuing to 
develop it. About 80 percent of the op
erating drilling rigs in my State are 
doing what we would call development 
drilling. Now, when you get close to 
the borderlines, even though the tax is 
not collected, you discourage going 
forward with that kind of drilling be
cause there is the possibility that the 
tax might trigger at some future date, 
especially in an industry which has 
been devastated, which has almost no 
financial resources remaining, at least 
as far as the small independent pro
ducers are concerned. So we are talk
ing about a rig count that has a very 
direct bearing on where the rig count 
is going. The rig count is down from 
4,500 to approximately 800 at the cur
rent time. The rigs are stacked. They 
are deteriorating. The number of stu
dents going into petroleum-related 
fields of study at our universities 
across the country has gone from 
7,000 to 3,000. Eighty percent of the 
supply and service industry-and I 
repeat that figure, 80 percent-has 
closed its doors. I could drive you 
around my State and show you build
ing after building that used to be occu
pied by supply and service companies 
which are simply no longer there, with 
the grass growing up in the front 
driveway. Eighty percent are closed 
and gone. 

Now, i~ we allow this to go on much 
longer, we are going to be dismantling 
the domestic energy industry, particu
larly the independent sector. It would 
be a tragic mistake for our country. 
This signal from the Congress is badly 
needed at this time. Repeal of the 
windfall profit tax is badly needed. I 
hope that we will have an opportunity 

for the Senate to work its will, and I 
hope we will have an opportunity, 
which I agree is long overdue, to do 
something about this particular prob
lem. 

This is a proposal that should be im
plemented. This is an amendment that 
should be passed not only in the 
Senate but all the way through the 
legislative process and placed on the 
President's desk. There is a desperate 
need for it. This Senator is exceeding
ly encouraged by the fact that a ma
jority of the Members of this Senate 
tonight have gone on record in demon
strating their understanding of the 
problem we face. Let us not do some
thing which would further discourage 
drilling and let us clearly understand 
that developmental drilling, which is 
extremely important in keeping this 
meager rig count that we have up to 
some reasonable level, is definitely im
pacted by what we decide to do about 
repeal of the windfall profit tax. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I do 
not want to prolong this too much, but 
the Senator from New Jersey does 
stimulate my thinking a little bit. We 
have been producing oil in Alaska and 
sending it to the south 48 at a loss be
cause the pipeline is so big and it has 
so much fixed investment that it is 
just not easy to stop when the oil price 
gets down so low. Now the price is 
coming back. But if the windfall profit 
tax stays on, there is no way to recoup 
those losses. 

Maintaining the windfull profit tax 
will not stimulate investment in the 
areas that have a possibility of in
creasing our reserve. We have the 
lowest oil reserve now in the history of 
the United States, since we started the 
oil era. The oil is so low that we are 
buying oil and putting it in salt domes 
to try to prepare for the emergency 
that might come. And as the Senator 
from Idaho says, it will come if things 
keep up. You know what the man said: 
Things might get worse, and they do 
get worse. 

I say to the Senator from New 
Jersey that at the time the Senator 
voted the windfall profit tax, which I 
opposed then and still oppose-what 
was the aid to the farm industry at 
that time? About $4 or $5 billion a 
year. How much is it now? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Twenty-six. 
Mr. STEVENS. Almost $30 billion 

now. The whole economy is changed, 
but not this windfall profit tax, so far 
as the oil industry is concerned. 

I was reading reports today from my 
State that in one city there are 200 to 
300 home loans being foreclosed a 
month. Put that in New Jersey terms 
and you are talking about 20,000 a 
month. I am willing to bet there are 
more oil industry foreclosures in the 
United States that have gone on in the 
last year than have gone on in the 
whole period of the farm problem. 

The U.S. oil industry is in bad shape, 
and this windfall profit tax is the 
symbol that it is not going to get any 
better. There is not going to be a re
covery. There is not going to be money 
coming back to the industry to replace 
these losses and go into more explora
tion. It is regressive legislation. It was 
when it was conceived and it still is 
now. 

I do not know how it is going to 
happen, but, with due respect to my 
great friend from West Virginia, I say 
that this is the time, now, to put this 
amendment on this bill, because it will 
do some good now. It will do some 
good. It will make some money avail
able to invest in exploration, to start 
developing domestic production; and 
the time will come when you will pray 
that we had it. 

If everything continues as we have 
heard about the Persian Gulf and the 
great crisis that exists over there-not 
one, but several crises exist, in my 
opinion-we will need every drop of oil 
we can produce. 

The windfall profit tax is a disincen
tive to producing oil in the United 
States and it should be eliminated 
now. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, we 
have debated this windfall profit tax 
amendment, and it is not my purpose 
to rehash the debate that has already 
been made. 

We have heard from the majority 
leader and others that this is not the 
right vehicle. I offered an amendment 
last year on the debt limit bill, and 
some people said it was not the right 
vehicle. Fortunately, last year a major
ity of the Senate passed it. Unfortu
nately, it did not pass in conference. 
That may well be the case tonight. 

I discussed with the Senator from 
Texas and my colleague from Oklaho
ma whether or not this was the right 
vehicle. I question whether or not it is. 
I happen to be fairly confident that 
the President will veto this bill. I do 
not think this trade bill we have been 
spending weeks on, despite the valiant 
efforts of countless Senators and 1,100 
pages, is going to become law. So 
maybe a lot of our actions are in vain. 
But the persistence will prevail. We 
will continue working to repeal the 
windfall profit tax because it is right 
to do so. 

It makes no sense, if the price of oil 
goes up another dollar, for the Federal 
Government to get 70 percent of it, 
and that is on the books today. 

People talk about oil. I am sitting 
here reading my clips, and I have one 
that says: "Economic study shows 
Oklahoma still plagued by oil price de
cline." Another one: "Oil problems 
hurting national economy." 

So these problems are continuing. 
The Senator from Ohio is not here 

at this time. He did not get his way on 
one amendment. It so happens that 
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this Senator did not get his way on the 
plant closing amendment. I am vigor
ously opposed to that, but 60 Senators 
voted in favor of it, so it is part of this 
package. There are a lot of things I 
disagree with, and I would imagine a 
majority of Senators have some provi
sions in this bill they do not particu
larly like. Since it is 10:35 p.m. and we 
have had three rollcall votes in which 
57 Senators spoke in favor of this 
amendment, I think it is timely. It is 
pertinent. I believe it is relevant. 

The Senator said that oil is now 20 
percent of the trade deficit. It is closer 
to 30 percent. We are importing about 
2.1 billion barrels of oil per year. The 
price of oil now is about $19. That is 
$40 billion. So a major part of our 
problem is coming from oil, and that is 
cheaper oil. Those prices can increase, 
and I guess they will be much higher 
in the future. I think this is timely. 
The Senate has spoken, and I hope we 
will adopt this amendment and not 
continue to waste the Senate's time. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
am not going to repeat a good deal of 
what has been said here, but I think it 
should be evident to all of us that the 
oil industry is probably the most so
phisticated industry in this country. 
They understand the basic economic 
philosophy of return on investment, 
and it certainly is evident by the activ
ity to date-the number of drill rigs 
that are active in this country and the 
exploration that is taking place-that 
the incentive simply is not there. 

It is an obligation of the Congress of 
the United States to address the reali
ty associated with that fact. Obvious
ly, the windfall profit repeal will be a 
substantial addition to the incentive 
necessary that will cause the industry 
to go out and spend dollars because 
the return potentially is there. 

We are all aware of the reality be
tween investment and risk. But make 
no mistake about it: This industry will 
do other things with their available 
cash reserves unless the incentive is 
there. 

We go back to some of the factual 
figures that have been presented 
before this body. Certainly, one of the 
reasons why the industry does not 
have the revenue to explore for new 
reserves has been the windfall profit 
tax. The figures I have for 1980 to 
1986 indicate that the oil industry has 
paid some $68 billion in windfall profit 
tax. The oil industry's historical rein
vestment pattern has averaged in 
excess of 70 percent. So it is safe to 
assume that the additional $48 billion 
would have and could have been in
vested in exploration and development 
in the U.S. oil and energy reserves if 
we had not had the windfall profit 
tax. You get right down to the simple 
economics that the incentive has to be 
there. 

I think a number of my colleagues 
who have addressed the issue this 

evening and in other debates before 
this body recognize the significance of 
the decline of the domestic oil indus
try. We are using up our reserves 
faster than we are finding new re
serves. This is a fact. We are not doing 
anything about encouraging the incen
tive necessary for the reinvestment. 

Mr. President, this is something we 
can do, something we can do now. I 
think it is appropriate that we take ad
vantage not only of the opportunity 
presented to us but also the obligation 
that we have, and the time is now. 

Mr. President, I support this amend
ment and believe the entire Senate 
should support it. 

Just last month, the people of 
Alaska celebrated the 10th anniversa
ry of the Trans-Alaska pipeline 
[TAPS]. During the 10 years that 
TAPS has been in operation, the oil
fields of Alaska have supplied over 5 
billion barrels of crude oil to the con
sumers of this Nation. This is a very 
significant quantity of oil and it is 
something to celebrate and be proud 
of. 

Along with the celebration, Mr. 
President, there was a note of sobrie
ty. That sobering thought concerned 
the fact that Prudhoe Bay crude oil 
production will soon be declining. 
Once that decline begins, it will con
tinue unless new oil reserves are dis
covered. And, it should come as no sur
prise to the Members of this body that 
we are not discovering new oil reserves 
sufficient to offset the decline in pro
duction from the North Slope. 

Why are we not discovering new oil 
reserves, Mr. President? Because we 
are not exploring for those reserves? 
Why are we not exploring for those re
serves? Because that takes money, Mr. 
President. Lots of money. Money that 
the oil industry does not have. 

One of the reasons why the industry 
does not have the revenue to explore 
for significant new reserves is the 
windfall profits tax. From 1980 to 
1986, the oil industry paid some $68 
billion in windfall profits tax. The oil 
industry's historical reinvestment pat
tern has averaged in excess of 70 per
cent. It is safe to assume then, Mr. 
President, that an additional $48 bil
lion would have been invested in ex
ploration and development of U.S. oil 
and energy reserves if we had not had 
the windfall profits tax. 

A recent study indicates that an ad
ditional investment of $48 billion 
would have added an 4 billion barrels 
of crude oil to our proven reserves. In 
addition, it would have increased U.S. 
domestic production by approximately 
800,000 barrels per day. 800,000 barrels 
per day, Mr. President, is equal to the 
amount of domestic production we lost 
last year and is equal to the 75 percent 
of the volume of petroleum products 
that we receive from Arab OPEC 
States. 

Mr. President, 2 weeks ago we debat
ed and voted on an amendment that 
was designed to ensure the energy se
curity of this country. That amend
ment was opposed by the Senators 
from Ohio and New Jersey and some 
of the other Members who also oppose 
this amendment. I have to ask these 
Members: What do they propose to do 
about energy security? 

Every time the Senate considers a 
proposal to provide for a more secure 
energy supply, these Senators rise in 
opposition. I submit Mr. President, 
that there comes a time when mere 
opposition is not enough. These Mem
bers have an obligation to offer con
structive solutions to our energy prob
lems. If they cannot support any of 
the solutions offered by the Members 
from energy producing States, then 
they should present a few of their 
own. 

I urge my colleagues to support 
repeal of the windfall profits tax. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, re
pealing the windfall profit tax in one 
matter that this Senator worked on 
for a long time. Frankly, I was think
ing about trying to include it in the 
reconciliation bill. I thought that 
would be an appropriate vehicle. 

But as the debate has progressed on 
this trade bill, I have seen other 
amendments added, amendments that 
I did not think were as relevant to 
trade as the windfall profit tax is. 
Consider that our country has had as 
little as a 27-percent dependence on 
foreign oil in the last 5 years, but that 
now our dependence is up to 36 per
cent and has reached 40 percent in 
some months. I have listened to Dr. 
Fisher, who is a very renowned scien
tist at the University of Texas, a dis
tinguished and able man who says our 
dependence will go to 50 percent 
within 2 or 3 years. That is where we 
are headed. 

I have listened to the plant closing 
issue being debated. I heard the seri
ous and emotional arguments of Mem
bers who did not think it was relevant 
to this bill. But nevertheless the time 
was worked out and the vote was 
taken and the matter was dealt with. 
The will of the majority prevailed. 

We burned up a lot of time on this 
windfall profit tax amendment, but 
the Senate has spoken and we ought 
to be able to put the amendment into 
the legislation. 

What I get deeply concerned about 
and what I do not understand is why 
the oil industry is supposed to have a 
penalty tax placed on it. Tell me what 
the difference is between oil and steel 
or oil and other commodities that are 
traded internationally. Why pick this 
one out? 

Oh, I understand. I understand the 
profits that were being made back in 
1979, but this is a different era and a 
different situation. We have an indus-
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try that is in deep and serious trouble. 
Over 80 percent of the drilling rigs in 
this country stacked. Fly up and down 
the Gulf Coast, look in those coves 
and see the offshore rigs stacked, mil
lions and millions of dollars rusting 
away. 

Look at the number of young people 
trying to get a degree in geology and 
petroleum engineering; look at the 
enormous cut in enrollment. You do 
not turn that around overnight. 

There is a national security reason 
to have a stable oil industry in this 
country. 

You have seen the oil price in the 
last 2 years go as low as $10, far below 
lifting costs in this country for new 
wells. That is one of the reasons the 
banks do not want to loan money to 
drill; they see the volatile prices, and 
then if a driller happens to time it 
right and the price does happen to go 
up, the Government is going to take 70 
percent of the increase in the price 
above $19 away. The driller is risking 
millions and millions of dollars trying 
to bring a well in, a high-risk business. 

That is what you are up against and 
that is why it is difficult to get people 
to go into that business now and that 
is why it is almost impossible to raise 
the necessary capital. 

The automobile industry operates on 
quotas now, protection, from the Japa
nese producers by an agreement. Cars 
are traded internationally. The auto
mobile industry is making a lot of 
money these days. I do not hear any
body saying let us put a windfall profit 
tax on that industry. They have made 
enormous capital investments to mod
ernize and to bring out better automo
biles, and they are beginning to make 
some headway on it. We need that 
kind of a capital investment in the oil 
industry if we are going to have a 
stable industry in this country. 

But there is another thing that con
cerns me on the issue. When we talk 
about this it is viewed up here as re
gional. You are from a producing 
State or you are not from a producing 
State. 

It is not that simple. We are all in 
this one together. In my own State, a 
lot of people thought they were not in 
the oil business. Today my State is 
suffering severe economic problems 
and dislocations and they found out 
they were all in the oil business. 
Whether they are running a cleaning 
shop or a restaurant or a hotel, they 
are part of the economy of that State 
and, I say to my friends, we are all 
part of the economy of our country. 
We are not segregated and apart. 
What happens in those energy produc
ing States spills over. We need stabili
ty and capital investment in our indus
try. 

The Senate has spoken at least once 
today in support of repealing the 
windfall profit tax. Let the action be 
carried through; let the majority will 

prevail. Yes, I think it will be on this 
floor another time if it does not suc
ceed on this bill, and I will surely be 
bringing it up in the Finance Commit
tee on reconciliation. But we have 
been through the fight today, and the 
same forces will be out the next time 
whether it is this bill or reconciliation 
or one of many others. 

So I urge this body to go ahead and 
let the will of the majority prevail and 
let us repeal this tax. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
apologize for taking this floor the 
second time this evening on this sub
ject but the Senator from Texas re
minded me of something I had intend
ed to say which perhaps has been obvi
ous and perhaps is obvious to many. 
The distinguished Senator from Texas 
has made reference to the fact that 
there is criticism of some because they 
come from producing States. The Sen
ator from Idaho does not come from a 
producing State, although we would 
like to be a producing State, and there 
have been some dry holes poked into 
the overthrust belt in my State, and so 
far they have produced neither oil nor 
gas. But my concern does not lie for 
the welfare of my State in the sense of 
an oil industry domiciled in my State. 
Nor do I believe that that is the sole 
motive of those who come from pro
ducing States who have spoken this 
evening. 

They have spoken certainly because 
they have an interest in their own 
States but they also have a credibility 
because they know the industry about 
which they are speaking and they 
know full well that that industry will 
not recover and will not make the con
tributions to our Nation's security 
that it might with the presence of a 
windfall profit tax that in effect says 
if prices go down, that comes out of 
the industry, and if prices go up, the 
Government gets the benefit. 

Let us take the analogy the Senator 
from Texas used about the auto indus
try. Let us take the time when the 
auto industry was at its worst crisis in 
this country. Under the flood of im
ports the auto industry was reeling 
and the economy of a dozen or more 
States was very directly affected ad
versely and dramatically. 

Let us stop and think what would 
have happened to the auto industry if 
at that point, instead of negotiating a 
quota on imports as we did, we had 
slapped a windfall profit tax on them 
that said if you recover we get all the 
increase in your profits or 70 percent 
of it. 

Let us stop and think for a moment 
whether or not the investment that 
was made in plant modernization and 
to turn out new lines of automobiles 
would improve quality control to do all 
the things that the auto industry did 
to reform itself, regenerate itself, 

which required the investment of hun
dreds of millions of dollars to accom
plish. Let us ask ourselves right now 
how much of that investment would 
have been made if the people who had 
to make the investment knew that if 
the price of automobiles went down 
the industry would eat the loss and 
that if the price of automobiles went 
up the Government would get 70 per
cent of the profits. 

I think, Mr. President, the question 
answers itself. 

Yet that is precisely what we have 
asked the oil industry to labor under 
during this period of very great eco
nomic distress for them. 

Mr. President, as I said a moment 
ago, the Senator from Idaho does not 
come from a producting State, but I 
was very pleased in a recent visit in my 
State when a farmer said to me, "Sen
ator, you've got to do something to 
help the oil industry." 

And that is the last place I would 
look for it, because if the price went 
up, he is going to pay more for his oil 
and gas and grease supplies and all the 
things that he as a consumer must buy 
to be a farm producer. But he was con
cerned about this country and about 
his ability to continue to farm with a 
stable, predictable supply of oil and 
diesel and grease supplies that he 
must have. And he knew that unless 
the oil industry was profitable enough 
to provide those to him, there would 
not be as predictable and dependable 
supply of something that was essential 
to him. 

So it is not just a producer State 
concern about the profits of that in
dustry directly that motivates any one 
of who has tonight spoken in favor of 
the repeal of the windfall profit tax. 
The windfall profit tax is wrong as a 
matter of policy. It is bad tax policy. It 
is textbook bad with respect to eco
nomic policy. You cannot write a more 
perverse policy if you tried. 

So I am amazed when people of in
telligence and concern for this country 
stand up on the floor of this Senate 
and try to obstruct the Senate from 
taking the action which they must 
deep down in their own minds know is 
the only plausible economic policy for 
our country. I say it is time for us to 
get on with doing what we should 
have done long ago, reversing a mis
take that was made by the Congress at 
a time of prior stress, at a time when 
we have no stress now. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me 

review where we are and then I will 
make a motion. We have an underly
ing motion to recommit with instruc
tions to repeal the windfall profit tax. 
We have a Bradley amendment to 
that. We have a Byrd amendment to 
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that. And then we have a Byrd motion 
on top of that. 

Mr. President, I move to table the 
Bradley amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion. 

Mr. GRAMM. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

Mr. BRADLEY. Point of order. Does 
the motion to table the underlying 
amendment take precedence over the 
motion to postpone? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Is there a sufficient second? There is 
a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the Bradley amendment. The 
question is not debatable. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Delaware CMr. 
BIDEN], the Senator from Tennessee 
CMr. GORE], the Senator from Rhode 
Island CMr. PELL], and the Senator 
from Illinois CMr. SIMON], are neces
sarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas CMr. PRYOR] is absent 
because of death in family. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Rhode 
Island CMr. PELL] would vote "nay." 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire CMr. 
RUDMAN] is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BREAUX). Are there any other Sena
tors in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 75, 
nays 19, as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 195 Leg.] 
YEAS-75 

Adams Evans Melcher 
Armstrong Exon Mikulski 
Baucus Ford Mitchell 
Bentsen Fowler Murkowski 
Bingaman Graham Nickles 
Bond Gramm Nunn 
Boren Grassley Pressler 
Boschwltz Hecht Proxmire 
Breaux Heflin Quayle 
Bumpers Heinz Roth 
Burdick Helms Sanford 
Byrd Hollings Sarbanes 
Chiles Humphrey Sasser 
Cochran Inouye Shelby 
Cohen Johnston Simpson 
Conrad Karnes Stafford 
D'Amato Kassebaum Stennis 
Danforth Kasten Stevens 
Daschle Kerry Symms 
De Concini Levin Thurmond 
Dixon Lugar Trible 
Dodd Matsunaga Wallop 
Dole McCain Warner 
Domenic! McClure Wilson 
Duren berger McConnell Wirth 

NAYS-19 
Bradley Hatfield Reid 
Chafee Kennedy Riegle 
Cranston Lau ten berg Rockefeller 
Garn Leahy Specter 
Glenn Metzenbaum Weicker 
Harkin Moynihan 
Hatch Packwood 

Biden 
Gore 

NOT VOTING-6 
Pell 
Pryor 

Rudman 
Simon 

So the motion to lay on the table 
amendment No. 505 was agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

majority leader. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I voted 

for the motion to table. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, may we 

have order please. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senate will be in order. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I voted 

for the motion to table. It is obvious 
we are not going to get any work done 
on this bill tonight. 

MAKING COUNTERVAILING DUTY LAW 
APPLICABLE TO NONMARKET ECONOMIES 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
I rise to join Senator GLENN in urging 
the Senate conferees to accept the 
House trade bill provision to make 
countervailing duty law applicable to 
nonmarket economies. The Commerce 
Department contends that, because of 
the nature of these economies, they 
can neither identify nor measure sub
sidies. This view was upheld in a 
recent court case, as Senator GLENN 
just described. I believe that the 
court's interpretation was wrong. 

If we look at the legislative history, 
there was never an intention to ex
clude nonmarket economies from the 
countervailing duty laws. Why should 
we hold nonmarket economies to a 
lesser standard than we hold Japan, 
West Germany, or Mexico? Why 
should we tell nonmarket economies 
that they don't have to play by the 
rules we have set up to prevent our in
dustries from being unfairly damaged? 

I agree with the Commerce Depart
ment that it is often impossible to find 
a subsidy in a nonmarket economy. 
But this is not always true, and Sena
tor GLENN has provided us with sever
al good examples where it is not. 
There can be clear export subsidies 
that are both identifiable and measur
able. 

This provision does not attempt to 
impose an impossible burden on the 
Commerce Department. It only applies 
countervailing duty law where the 
Commerce Department can reasonably 
identify and determine the amount of 
a subsidy in a nonmarket economy. 
This is a highly technical area of our 
trade law, and this provision leaves the 
decision as to whether a subsidy is 
identifiable and measurable up to the 
experts in the Commerce Department. 

I do not believe that it is unreason
able to ask the Commerce Department 
to make a good-faith effort to investi
gate when an American industry be
lieves it is being unfairly injured by a 
subsidy. If the Commerce Department 
cannot measure the subsidy, then 
there would be no finding. 

I can find no good reason why a 
country, because it has a nonmarket 

economy, should have its unfair trade 
practices excluded from our laws. I 
urge approval of this provision. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, today 
as the Senate considers extensive revi
sions of our trade laws, I urge my col
leagues to support two vital provisions 
in H.R. 3, the omnibus trade bill, 
which passed the House of Represent
atives on April 30, 1987. 

Specifically, section 166 of H.R. 3 
modifies the private right of action 
provision of the Antidumping Act of 
1916, which has been ineffective be
cause of its insurmountable burdens of 
proof. This statute currently permits 
companies injured by dumped imports 
to recover damages only if they can 
prove that there were common and 
systematic importations of dumped 
goods with substantial price discrimi
nation and that the defendant intend
ed to destroy or injure a U.S. industry 
by these imports. H.R. 3 modifies this 
provision by establishing a rebuttable 
presumption of "intent to injure" 
when there are three affirmative find
ings of dumping by a foreign manufac
turer of products in the same product 
category. If a plaintiff takes advantage 
of this rebuttable presumption, howev
er, the treble damages provided in ex
isting law are reduced to single dam
ages. 

In addition, section 167 of H.R. 3 
contains provisions which would 
permit U.S. companies to receive com
pensation for the economic injury 
caused by dumped imports if they can 
prove, to the satisfaction of the De
partment of Commerce and the Inter
national Trade Commission, that 
dumped imports have caused material 
injury to their industries. The ITC 
would establish procedures to evaluate 
the damage claims of individual manu
facturers, and the moneys to "make 
whole" these domestic firms would 
come from the dumping duties collect
ed after the issuance of a dumping 
order. 

Mr. President, I have long been an 
avid supporter of an effective private 
right of action to enforce the dumping 
laws. It has been my view that domes
tic companies that have been injured 
by unfair trade practices should be 
compensated for their losses. In addi
tion, a viable damages remedy would 
provide an effective deterrent to for
eign producers who contemplate such 
activity and thus hopefully obviate 
the need for actual litigation. 

My legislative proposal, the Unfair 
Foreign Competition Act, would give 
American industries direct access to 
the Federal courts to halt promptly 
the mJurious import of products 
which are dumped, subsidized, or in 
violation of our customs laws, and to 
recover monetary damages for such 
abuses. I introduced the Unfair For
eign Competition Act as S. 2167 in the 
97th Congress, S. 418 in the 98th Con-
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gress, S. 236 and S. 1655 in the 99th 
Congress, and S. 361 and S. 1396 in the 
lOOth Congress. I also introduced S. 
1104 on April 28, 1987, which would 
amend the Antidwnping Act of 1916 to 
enhance the act's private right of 
action provision by changing the 
"intent to injure" standard to a knowl
edge requirement-a claim would be 
established by showing that the de
fendant knew or had reason to know 
he was engaged in substantial dwnp
ing. 

Although Senate action has not yet 
resulted in passage of this much
needed legislation, the problem re
mains: U.S. companies and their work
ers continue to suffer injury because 
current law provides neither compen
sation nor deterrence. The seriousness 
of the problem was fully developed 
during extensive hearings. Witnesses 
testifying in support of this legislation 
included representatives of the steel, 
textile, and apparel industries, unions, 
mayors, county commissioners, and 
international trade lawyers. 

During the hearings, witnesses testi
fied that the bill's damages provision 
for injury from illegal imports would 
provide a more effective deterrent 
than current law, would provide retro
active relief to fill the gap under exist
ing law which imposes duties on only 
future imports, and would provide 
compensation directly to the injured 
American industries. International 
trade lawyers also testified during the 
hearings that the provision of dam
ages for injury sustained from illegal 
dumped or subsidized imports or cus
toms fraud violations would be consist
ent with the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade CGATT]. 

The current regulatory scheme 
rarely imposes retroactive duties; it 
merely restricts future dumping. The 
availability under this bill of damages 
to U.S. companies, if dumping and 
injury are ultimately found to have oc
curred, will remove the illegally ob
tained profits from, and increase the 
cost of dumping for, importers and 
foreign exporters and producers. For
eign enterprises, like any domestic 
company, would be held responsible 
for the economic consequences of 
their anticompetitive actions. 

Given that the problem remains, I 
urge my colleagues to support these 
crucial provisions contained in H.R. 3. 
While I have taken a different ap
proach in the past to resolving the 
problems in this area of law, I do be
lieve that the amendments contained 
in H.R. 3 will improve existing law and 
help redress the wrongs suffered by 
American companies from unfair for
eign competition. I therefore urge the 
Senate conferees on the omnibus trade 
bill to recede to the House's multiple 
offender I damages remedy as contained 
in sections 166 and 167 of H.R. 3. 

PROVISION TO MAKE THE COUNTERVAILING 
DUTY LAW APPLICABLE TO NONMARKET ECONO
MY COUNTRIES 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise to 
express my support for section 157 of 
the House trade bill and to urge the 
Senate conferees to accept the House 
provision in conference. This provision 
is similar to a bill I have introduced, S. 
770, and ensures that the countervail
ing duty law applies to all countries, 
including those with norunarket 
economies-also known as State-con
trolled economies. 

This provision is necessary to reverse 
the recent u.e. Court of Appeals deci
sion in Georgetown Steel versus 
United States, which ruled that our 
subsidy law does not apply to norunar
ket economy countries. I believe this 
decision was wrong, and misinterpret
ed Congress' legislative intent. Until 
we clarify the law by enacting this 
provision, our countervailing duty 
statute is totally ineffective in combat
ing unfairly subsidized imports from 
norunarket economy countries. 

This provision simply provides that 
the countervailing duty law shall 
apply to any norunarket economy 
country to the extent that a subsidy 
can reasonably be identified and meas
ured by the administering authority. 
This section does not ask our Govern
ment's trade administrators to do the 
impossible-that's why this provision 
recognizes that there may be some 
subsidies that are difficult to identify 
and measure in a nonmarket economy. 
However, some subsidies-such as 
export subsidies employed by Poland 
and Czechoslovakia in the Georgetown 
Steel case-are easy to identify and 
measure, and should be "countervaila
ble." In fact, the two export incentives 
employed by the Polish and Czech 
Goverrunents in that case are specifi
cally identified as export subsidies in 
the GATT Subsidies Code and in U.S. 
law. Under the House provision, the 
administering authority would be re
quired to make a good-faith effort in 
every countervailing duty investiga
tion to determine whether a subsidy 
can be identified and measured. This is 
a reasonable approach. 

Let me briefly review the history of 
this issue for the benefit of my col
leagues. The Georgetown Steel case 
originated from two countervailing 
duty petitions filed on behalf of do
mestic producers of carbon steel wire 
rod. The petitions alleged that rod im
ported into the United States from 
Czechoslovakia and Poland was subsi
dized and therefore subject to counter
vailing duties under U.S. law. 

The Department of Commerce 
denied the petitions on the ground 
that the countervailing duty law was 
inapplicable to norunarket economy 
countries. The case was appealed to 
the Court of International Trade, 
which reversed the Department of 
Commerce position and held that the 

law does apply to norunarket economy 
countries <Continental Steel Corp. 
versus United States>. The Depart
ment of Commerce then appealed to 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fed
eral Circuit, which upheld the Depart
ment's position that the law does not 
apply to norunarket economy coun
tries <Georgetown Steel Corp. versus 
United States>. 

The court of appeals decision is the 
current state of the law. Therefore, all 
pending countervailing duty cases 
brought against norunarket economy 
countries have been dismissed and no 
more may be filed. Alternative trade 
remedies to address the norunarket 
economy import problem are inad
equate. 

Throughout the Georgetown Steel 
case, the Department claimed that 
subsidies, by definition, must be ac
tions that distort market processes 
and thus could not occur, or be identi
fied in norunarket economies. Second, 
the Department claimed that congres
sional intent was to exclude norunar
ket economies from the subsidy law. 
This is the reasoning that was validat
ed by the court of appeals. 

I believe the court of appeals deci
sion is wrong and should be corrected 
by enactment of the House provision 
for the following reasons: 

First, the statutory language of the 
countervailing duty law clearly applies 
to all countries, including those with 
nonmarket economies. In fact, it 
would be difficult to conceive of statu
tory language which would be more 
comprehensive. On its face, the law 
shows an intention to cover all possi
ble variations of the acts sought to be 
countervailable. The language is indif
ferent to the type of economy in
volved. The law uses 10 exhaustive al
ternatives to describe the possible 
giver of the subsidy. In short, the law 
applies to all countries and describes 
subsidies in the broadest possible 
terms. 

Second, the court's reasoning that 
bounties or grants by definition re
quire a market economy is simply 
wrong. Subsidies are subsidies whether 
they are bestowed in market or non
market economies and should be coun
tervailed to the extent they can be cal
culated in either type of economy. For 
example, export subsidies considered 
by the court in the Georgetown Steel 
case included income tax exemptions 
for export earnings and currency re
tention accounts that give exporters a 
bonus for hard currency earnings. 
Each of these practices is identified as 
an export subsidy in the GATI' Subsi
dies Code, which the United States 
adopted in 1979. These were, in fact, 
special subsidies that neither the 
Polish nor Czech Goverrunents gave to 
other, similarly situated, companies. 

Third, subsidies, particularly export 
subsidies, in norunarket economies can 
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be measured. Enterprises in nonmar
ket economies pay income taxes and if 
taxes are reduced because of export 
earnings, the difference in taxes paid 
and what would have been paid with
out the exemption is easily measured. 
These tax savings increase the funds 
available for management and employ
ee bonuses and thus are a very real in
centive to export. It is also clear that 
currency retention accounts give 
export enterprises access to hard cur
rency without going through the ex
pense of borrowing such funds from 
the central bank. These and similar 
subsidies are no different in purpose 
or effect than the benefits that are 
available under comparable programs 
in a host of countries throughout the 
world. On the other hand, if a non
market economy program, particularly 
a domestic program, cannot be identi
fied or measured, then it simply would 
not be countervailed under this provi
sion. 

Fourth, it is unwise to exempt non
market economy countries from the 
countervailing duty law at the very 
time that we are encouraging coun
tries to eliminate subsidies and other 
unfair trade practices. The GATT 
Subsidies Code, incorporated as part 
of U.S. law, defines the programs used 
by Poland and Czechoslovakia in the 
wire rod cases as export subsidies that 
the United States and other signato
ries have pledged not to use. By ex
empting such programs when used by 
nonmarket economies, the Depart
ment of Commerce, with the concur
rence of the court, has made it all the 
more likely that the use of GATT-pro
hibited export subsidies will increase 
in those countries. In fact, Poland par
ticipated in the drafting of the GATT 
Subsidies Code along with several 
other nonmarket economy countries. 
No nonmarket economy countries 
have signed the Code, and of course, 
they are not likely to sign the Code if 
Congress agrees to exempt those coun
tries from the countervailing duty law. 

Fifth, this provision is consistent 
with GATT, and therefore it meets 
one of the Senate Finance Commit
tee's criteria for acceptance into the 
trade bill. As I said before, some of the 
subsidies employed by nonmarket 
economises are specifically identified 
in the GATT Subsidies Code as pro
hibited subsidies, and nonmarket econ
omy members of GATT helped in 
drafting the Code. 

Sixth, the law as it currently stands 
yields absurd results. The world 
simply isn't clearly divided into 
market countries, on the one hand, 
and nonmarket countries, on the other 
hand, except in the eyes of this stat
ute. Instead, there is really a spectrum 
of ways a government can run its econ
omy. from the IDOtit open economies of 
countries like ours to the most closed 
economies of countries like the Soviet 
Union. But what about countries like 

Iran-is that a market or a nonmarket 
economy? It is considered by the ad
ministration to be a market economy
and they just slapped a countervailing 
duty on Iranian pistachio nuts for 
having the same identical type of sub
sidy that they said they could not 
identify in Poland! 

Mr. President, the technical nature 
of this provision should not distract us 
from the basic issue which is raised 
here. It is inconceivable to me that our 
Nation should bend over backwards to 
avoid applying our unfair trade laws 
against Communist and Socialist coun
tries. At a time when we are trying to 
level the playing field with our eco
nomic partners, the administration is 
content to allow noncapitalist coun
tries engage in trade on a different 
field altogether. I thought that it was 
U.S. policy to promote open market 
practices abroad, not to encourage the 
continuance of nonmarket practices. 
This section of the House trade bill 
would restore some rationality to our 
trade policy by treating Communist 
and Socialist economies the same as 
Capitalist economies when it comes to 
flooding our shores with subsidized 
goods. 

In summary, it is clear that the 
countervailing duty law should be ap
plied to all countries, including those 
with nonmarket economies. This pro
vision does not ask our Government to 
do the impossible-but we should go 
after unfair subsidies if the subsidy 
can reasonably be identified and meas
ured. There is simply no sound reason 
why we should provide a blanket ex
ception to the subsidies law for non
market economies. 

I urge the Senate conferees to sup
port this provision and include it in 
the final trade bill. 

PRESHIP:MENT INSPECTION 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, a number 
of governments of developing coun
tries have employed private preship
ment inspection companies to perform 
customs inspection and valuation func
tions that are normally the responsi
bility of the gQvernment themselves. 

These preshipment inspection com
panies carry out inspections of price, 
quantity and quality in the exporting 
country prior to shipment. 

The purpose of these inspections is 
to prevent customs fraud and currency 
flight. However, in fact, the activities 
of the preshipment inspection compa
nies have in many cases become non
tartff barriers to trade. In particular, 
U.S. companies object to the price 
comparisons conducted by these com
panies. 

These price comparisons constitute 
an important form of trade restriction. 
Dutiable values have in some cases 
been substantially inflated through 
the use of arbitrary valuation meth
ods, resulting in higher duty payments 
and increased costs to the U.S. export
er. In other cases, the preshipment in-

spection companies have insisted upon 
a reduction in price, despite the exist
ence of a valid contract. Because this 
assessment often comes after the 
goods have been shipped, the U.S. ex
porter has little choice but to accept a 
lower price. 

Finally, in conducting their price 
comparisons, the inspection companies 
request business confidential informa
tion from exporters, often with inad
equate assurances of protection from 
disclosure. 

These activities-particularly the 
pricing practices and resulting uncer
tainties-have serious effects on trade. 
U.S. exporters are having difficulty 
meeting contractual delivery require
ments in countries which require pre
shipment inspection and financial set
tlements are being delayed. Some com
panies have discontinued exporting to 
these countries entirely. 

The activities of preshipment inspec
tion companies are not now specifical
ly regulated in the United States. The 
House has tried to address this issue in 
its trade bill. However, in my view, the 
House bill <H.R. 3 > provides an inad
equate means to regulate the pricing 
activities of the preshipment inspec
tion companies. In fact, section 325 of 
the House bill virtually sanctions 
those activities that are the most trou
bling to U.S. industry. 

I believe that any customs classifica
tion and valuation activities should be 
conducted in accordance with the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade CGATTl and the Customs Valu
ations Code, which set out standard 
procedures for determining customs 
value. The Customs Valuation Code 
establishes a system to ensure that 
goods are neither undervalued nor 
overvalued for customs purposes. Ad
herence to the standards established 
under the code should result in a uni
form international standard that will 
allow exporters and importers to accu
rately predict the valuation of their 
goods and import duties. 

I will urge my colleagues in the 
House/Senate trade conference to 
fully consider the preshipment inspec
tion issue. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
first I wish to recognize the great ef
forts of Senator DANFORTH to draft 
subtitle A, Telecommunications Trade, 
of title IX of this bill. The distin
guished senior Senator from Missouri 
has been a pioneer in this field and de
serves enormous credit for developing 
the legislation. 

I would like to ask Senator DAlf
PORTH about one particular situation. 
As the Senator knows, two competing 
consortia have developed to compete 
rival Kokusai Denshin Denwa CKDDl, 
Japan's existing international telecom
munications monopoly. International 
Digital Communications CIDCl is led 
by the Japanese trading firm of C. 
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Itoh and includes Toyota, Cable and 
Wireless of Great Britain and Pacific 
Telesis of the United States. Its all
Japanese rival, International Telecom
munications Japan CITJl is sponsored 
by the Ministry of Telecommunica
tions CMPTl and includes Matsushita 
Electric as well as a number of major 
trading companies-Mitsubishi, Matsui 
and Sumitomo. 

IDC wishes to be a true competitor 
of KDD and build a state of the art 
fiber optics cable from Japan to my 
home State of Alaska and thence to 
the lower 48 States of the United 
States. The U.S. Department of De
fense is strongly in favor of the cable 
for national security reasons. IT J is 
opposed to laying its own trans-Pacific 
cable and merely wishes to lease from 
KDD. 

As part of its commitments under 
the Market Oriented, Sector Specific 
[MOSS] telecommunications trade 
agreements with the United States, 
Japan amended its law to permit such 
competition including foreign equity 
participation up to 33 percent. At the 
June 1987 Venice Economic Summit 
Japanese Prime Minister Nakasone 
pledged to both British Prime Minis
ter Thatcher and President Reagan 
that he would ensure that Japan lives 
up to this commitment. Nevertheless, 
the MPT has decided that the market 
cannot support two competitors to 
KDD and is trying to force a merger 
of the two consortia in a way that 
would severely limit foreign equity 
participation and would not lead to 
the construction of a trans-Pacific 
cable as I have described. 

My question to the distinguished 
Senator from Missouri is this: would 
such an attempt by the MPT to force 
a merger be a violation of the MOSS 
telecommunications trade agreements? 

Mr. DANFORTH. The Senator from 
Alaska is quite right, forcing such a 
merger to limit foreign participation 
would be a violation of the telecom
munications MOSS agreements and 
therefore subject to action by the U.S. 
Trade Representative under section 
906 of this act. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri and 
I would ask another question: Normal
ly, in cases such as this there is a re
quirement of foreign government 
action. Suppose that instead of a 
transparent Japanese Government 
action, the MPT used a private firm or 
firms to do its bidding as stalking 
horses, as it were. Would such a situa
tion also be a violation of the MOSS 
agreements? 

Mr. DANFORTH. The Senator from 
Alaska needs not reminding, since he 
was the chief sponsor, that on March 
19 of this year the Senate by a vote of 
93 to nothing demonstrated its opposi
tion to the forced merger of the two 
competing consortia. Shortly thereaf
ter, the House responded by a similar 

margin. In the face of such united re
solve it would be foolhardy in the ex
treme for a foreign or even American 
firm to join the MPT in a conspiracy 
against another American firm. 

Nevertheless, the Senator from Alas
ka's interpretation is again correct. 
Our goal is an open, transparent inter
national telecommunications regime 
but at present many foreign govern
ment actions are opaque. If it could be 
shown that the Japanese MPT is 
behind the forced merger, the United 
States Trade Representative would 
pierce the private sector vall. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I agree with 
Senator DANFORTH that the Senator 
from Alaska is correct in his under
standings. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the 
Senators. 
TITLE XXXIX OP THE OMNIBUS TRADE BILL, THE 

SMALL BUSINESS INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND 
COMPETITION ENHANCEMENT ACT 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be a cosponsor of this legis
lation, formerly the Small Business 
International Trade and Competition 
Enhancement Act as introduced by my 
colleague, Senator SASSER. The ability 
of small business to expand and realize 
its potential in international markets 
is of the utmost importance in coming 
to grips with our overwhelming deficit 
in trade. We, both in the legislative 
branch as well as in the executive 
branch, need to do all we can to facili
tate this process and encourage small 
business to become more involved in 
marketing their products overseas. 

SMALL BUSINESS TRADE ISSUES 

Small businesses in particular have 
concentrated on the domestic market, 
and most have not as yet taken advan
tage of the opportunities offered as 
exporters. The strength of small busi
nesses in generating employment and 
innovation, however, indicates that 
small businesses can become successful 
competitors in the international mar
ketplace if and when they shift their 
focus. 

In absolute numbers, many small 
businesses are exporters but their ex
ports are not large in quantity. Ac
cording to the U.S. Department of 
Commerce, only an estimated 30,000 
out of a total of 376,000 manufactur
ing companies-8 percent-were ex
porting their products in 1983. Of 
these 30,000 exporters, 70 percent 
were small- or medium-size firms with 
fewer than 500 employees, but the 
bulk of the goods exported-fully 70 
percent-came from 1,000 larger-sized 
firms. The remaining 92 percent of the 
manufacturing firms did not export to 
any significant extent. 

Clearly there are many other small 
firms which are capable of exporting. 
Indeed, in 1978 the Department of 
Commerce estimated that an addition
al 18,000 firms, most of them small 
businesses, were capable of exporting. 
In 1983, the General Accounting 

Office estimated that firms with 250 
or fewer employees which did not 
export could generate exports of $4.2 
billion annually. There is a great po
tential for small businesses to close 
the trade deficit gap for their own 
benefit and that of the Nation as a 
whole. 

There are, however, many good rea
sons why small businesses have been 
slow to enter the export market. Be
coming an exporter involves costs and 
risks which can be borne more easily 
by a larger business. Small firms must 
set priorities and, as with most larger 
businesses, the U.S. domestic market 
has in the past offered enough oppor
tunities and challenges. It is difficult 
enough for a firm to succeed in a do
mestic market, and even more difficult 
to do so in a distant foreign market. 

Small firms should be encouraged by 
Federal policy to explore export mar
kets. The strengths of small businesses 
in the domestic market-flexibility, in
novation, quality, and adaptability
are also strengths in the international 
marketplace. The Small Business Ad
ministration has found that "the resil
ience and diversity of the Nation's 
small businesses can make an impor
tant contribution to the growth of the 
U.S. share of world trade," and the 
committee agrees with this assess
ment. However, the committee be
lieves that the Small Business Admin
istration needs both additional re
sources and direction from Congress to 
assist small businesses in reaching 
their potential as exporters. S. 1344 
was drafted and reported by the com
mittee with the affirmative goal of 
broadening opportunities for small 
business exporting by sensible and af
fordable Federal policies to assist 
those businesses in finding foreign 
markets. 

PROVISIONS OF TITLE XXXIX 

I think it is fair to say that there 
was already many programs to help 
the small business man get into ex
porting at both the State and Federal 
level. The problem lies in, one, getting 
the information to the small business
man and, two, coordinating the activi
ties of the relevant Federal agencies. 
The Small Business title to the House 
trade bill takes steps in the right di
rection to address both of these prob
lems. Still, there is room for improve
ment. I feel that the bill we are consid
ering today makes positive modifica
tions to the House proposal, as well as 
incorporating many suggestions by the 
administration, and is a necessary step 
in improving the export potential of 
small business. 

The current trade situation demands 
action. Our bill incorporates a number 
of positive measures to more effective
ly use existing structures and pro
grams. This bill is based on the two 
hearings held in our Subcommittee on 
Export Expansion, which is chaired by 
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Senator SASSER, as well as the House
passed Small Business title to the 
trade bill, H.R. 3, and many hours of 
negotiations and discussions among 
the staff of the Small Business Com
mittee, both majority and minority 
and Senator SASSER's staff. The report 
to accompany S. 1344, Senate Report 
100-84, analyzes this bill in detail. 

The bill authorizes the Office of 
International Trade within SBA to 
become more involved in export pro
motion activities, and authorizes $5 
million in fiscal year 1988 and $10 mil
lion in 1989 and 1990 for a trade edu
cation initiative through Small Busi
ness Export Assistance Centers. The 
$5 million is included as an assumption 
in the Senate budget resolution re
cently passed by this body, as is $3.5 
million for the trade initiative within 
SBA. 

The basic idea of this proposal is, 
generally, to get SBA more involved in 
export promotion and, specifically, to 
use the existing SBDC network, or 
other similar structure, as a one-stop 
shop to disseminate information about 
exporting and existing programs to 
small businesses; in other words, an in
formation center for small businesses 
on how they can get service from the 
EX-IM Bank, the Department of Com
merce, SBA or OPIC. We do not 
intend for SBA to displace the Depart
ment of Commerce, but rather SBA's 
extensive public network of district 
and regional offices as well as Small 
Business Development Centers would 
serve as information resources and de
livery vehicles for other government 
programs. 

The bill also increases the maximum 
amount of a 7(a) guaranteed bank 
loan from $500,000 under existing law 
to $750,000 and it makes a similar in
crease in the section 504 economic de
velopment progrP.m. The House has 
proposed increasing this loan limit to 
$1,000,000, through the creation of a 
new type of guaranteed loan but does 
not increase the total guarantee au
thority. We felt that there would be 
some hazard of crowding out smaller 
borrowers, and thus limited the in
crease to $750,000. There has been no 
adjustment in the loan limit in over a 
decade for either of these two loan 
programs. 

Among other things, the act will also 
mandate that SBA conduct a National 
Conference on Small Business Export
ing in 1988, require a report by the 
SBA on possibilities for simplified 
export licensing and trade remedy pro
cedures for small business, and also 
look into the prospect of expanding 
the scope of the Small Business Inno
vation and Research CSBIRl Program. 

The legislation has been a bipartisan 
effort from the beginning and I would 
like to express my appreciation for the 
cooperation and input from the ad
ministration in developing this bill. I 
would also like to acknowledge the 

time and effort put into this proposal 
by Senator SASSER's and Senator 
WEICKER'S staffs. 

As I said before, this legislation in
corporates many positive ideas for im
proving the export potential of small 
business and is a positive addition to 
the omnibus trade bill. I am pleased to 
be an original cosponsor of this bill. 
Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

SOUTH AFRICAN WIRE PRODUCT IMPORTS 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to bring a serious matter to the 
attention of my colleagues regarding 
imports of certain wire products from 
South Africa. 

As my colleagues know, the Anti
Apartheid Act of 1986 included a ban 
on the importation of "iron or steel 
produced in South Africa," <Pub. L. 
99-440, Title III, Sec. 320). The De
partment of Treasury regulations im
plementing this provision included 
prestressed concrete wire strand and 
some other categories of advanced 
steel products, such as barbed wire, 
other wire strand and wire rope, in the 
list of banned articles. I believe that 
the inclusion of these advanced steel 
wire products was consistent with con
gressional intent for the legislation 
and necessary to prevent a large 
import surge of these South African 
products. 

The U.S. Court of International 
Trade recently ruled that the Treas
ury regulations regarding advanced 
steel products were "ultra vires," or 
beyond the scope of the statute. 
Springfield Industries Corporation 
versus United States <slip op. 87-56>. 
The Court ruled that the legislation 
covered only basic steel forms. It also 
rejected the Government's argument 
that the regulations were an author
ized exercise of the President's foreign 
policy power. 

The Court granted a permanent in
junction against the prohibition of 
prestressed concrete wire strand im
ports from South Africa. Although the 
case was specifically brought only for 
the prestressed concrete wire strand, 
the Court's reasoning could cover 
other advanced steel wire products as 
well, and invalidate the ban against 
them. 

Officials of the Departments of Jus
tice and Treasury are currently consid
ering whether to appeal the Court's 
decision to the Court of Appeals for 
the Federal Circuit. Nevertheless, the 
Court's decision raises the possibility 
that prestressed concrete steel wire 
strand-as well as certain other wire 
products, such as barbed wire, wire 
rope, and other wire strand-may be 
permitted to enter the United States 
when imported from South Africa. 

Fortunately, a voluntary restraint 
arrangement CVRAl on steel imports, 
negotiated between the United States 
and South Africa before the Anti
Apartheid Act was enacted, is still in 
effect. The VRA covers some, but not 

all, of these wire products. According
ly, shipments of these products will be 
governed by the export ceilings estab
lished by article 4 of the VRA, the 
product category export ceiling adjust
ment provisions of article 7, and the 
antishift provisions of article 11. 

I ask my colleagues to Join me in 
urging the Department of Commerce 
to closely scrutinize any imports of 
steel wire products allowed entry from 
South Africa for strict compliance 
with the terms and conditions of the 
VRA. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I wish to Join my friend and colleague 
in this important discussion regarding 
wire imports from South Africa, and I 
would like to elaborate on the VRA 
provisions which are affected by these 
imports. 

Article 4 of the VRA establishes the 
export celling on the category of 
"Wire and Wire Products" at 0.99 per
cent of U.S. apparent consumption. 
The February 1987 forecast prepared 
by ORI estimates U.S. apparent con
sumption of this category at 2,323,000 
net tons, resulting in an export celling 
for South Africa of 22,998 net tons. In 
addition, there is a subcategory of 
"Wire Rope" with an annual export 
celling of 1,102 net tons. Therefore, 
the remaining products of the "Wire 
and Wire Products" category would be 
limited to an export celling of 21,896 
net tons pursuant to the February 
1987 forecast. 
It shoulci be noted that the category 

of "Wire and Wire Products" includes 
carbon, alloy and steel wire which is 
prohibited entry by the Comprehen
sive Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986 and 
which is not affected by the Court's 
ruling. Wire is classified under item 
Nos. 609.20 through 609.76 of the Tar
iffs Schedules of the United States 
CTSUSl. All of these item numbers fall 
within subpart B, part 2, schedule 6, 
under the heading of "Iron and Steel." 

Article 7 of the VRA provides for ad
justments in export ceilings of product 
categories under certain circum
stances. Generally, the export celling 
of one product category may be in
creased by up to 5 percent if there is a 
corresponding decrease in the export 
celling of another product category. 
With the potential exception of steel 
wire strand and other wire products, 
virtually all of the steel products cov
ered by the VRA are now prohibited 
entry into the United States by the 
Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act of 
1986. Since South Africa is not allowed 
to ship these other products to the 
United States, it should similarly not 
be permitted to use article 7 to in
crease the export celling of steel wire 
strand and other wire products by 
making a corresponding adjustment in 
the export ceilings of products which 
it is prohibited to ship to this country. 
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Finally, article 11 of the VRA pro

hibits "significant" shifts in the prod
uct mix within categories on the basis 
of the average U.S. market share of 
the individual product during 1983-84. 
A report from the Department of 
Commerce indicates that the average 
U.S. market shares for steel wire 
strand and other wire products were as 
follows during the base period of 1983-
1984: Wire nails, 0.01 percent; wire 
products, 0.24 percent; wire strand, 
4.23 percent. 

Therefore, under the terms of the 
VRA, South Africa cannot divert ship
ments of wire strand and other wire 
products into the export celling re
served for steel wire. I ask unanimous 
consent that the report from the U.S. 
Department of Commerce on Imports 
of Steel Products from South Africa, 
dated March 12, 1987 be inserted in 
the RECORD. 

On the basis of the share of the cat
egory of "Wire and Wire Products" 
held by each individual product during 
the base period of 1983-1984, the fol
lowing rough calculation of the export 
celling available to steel wire strand 
and other wire products can be made. 
The following chart is based upon the 
report from the Department of Com
merce: 

Net tons 

~and~~ .. ~::::::::::::::: : :: :: :::: :: : :: ::::::::::::::: : ::::::::: : :::: 11,18~ 4rn 
Wire nails ............................................................................. 49 0.20 

:: ~.::::::::::::::: : :::::: : : : :::::: ::: ::::::::::::: : : :: ::: : :::::::::::::::: 12.m 51 :~ - ---
Total ........................................................................ 24,309 100.00 

Based on the February 1987 fore
cast, the export celling for the catego
ry of "Wire and Wire Products" will be 
22,998 net tons during 1987. From this 
total, one must subtract the allocation 
for the subcategory of "Wire Rope" -
1,102 net tons-with the result that 
the export celling for the remaining 
products is 21,896 net tons. Applying 
the share of the entire category of 
"Wire and Wire Products" held by 
wire strand during the base period-
51.90 percent-the export celling for 
wire strand should be approximately 
11,364 net tons for 1987. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I join my 
colleagues from Ohio in expressing my 
concern about imports of wire strand 
and other wire products from South 
Africa. 

In addition to strictly enforcing the 
provisions of the VRA, the Depart
ment of Commerce must exercise its 
vigilance to prevent shifting of South 
African steel shipments from products 
which are prohibited entry under the 
Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act of 
1986 to those which may now or in the 
future be permitted entry. Based on 
South African shipments of wire 
strand during the past 2 years, the 
United States Government must be 
particularly vigilant to prevent shift
ing into wire strand and other wire 
products. Imports of South African 
strand increased from 10,963 net tons 
in 1985 to 12,337 net tons in 1986, an 
increase of 13 percent. This increase 
occurred at a time when there was no 
prohibition against the importation of 
steel wire from South Africa. South 
Africa must not now be permitted to 
shift its exports from wire into wire 
strand or other wire products. 

Mr. President, you may wonder why 
I feel a special urgency to be watchful 
of South African steel imports at this 
time. The reason is quite simple. It is 
my understanding that steel imports 
from South Africa surged during De
cember 1986, in an attempt to beat the 
December 31 deadline established by 
the Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid 
Act of 1986. Statistics prepared by the 
Office of Agreements Compliance in 
the Department of Commerce indicate 
that steel imports from South Africa 
reached the unprecedented figure of 
86,000 net tons during December 1986. 
This December figure compares with 
39,000 tons during November 1986, and 
26,000 tons during October of that 
year. Further, the 86,000-ton figure 
for December 1986 is substantially 
greater than the historic pattern of 
49,000 tons during December 1985, 
15,000 tons during December 1984, and 
28,000 tons during December 1983. 

There is the possibility that part of 
this surge in steel shipments from 
South Africa during December 1986 
included prestressed concrete steel 
wire strand and the other steel wire 
products mentioned above. Thus, 
South Africa may have already ex
hausted part or all of its 1987 alloca
tion for these products under the 
VRA. I understand that the Depart
ment of Commerce is carefully review
ing these imports in order to deter
mine whether this is the case. In the 
event that South Africa has already 
used part or all of its 1987 export ceil
ing, I expect that the terms of the 
VRA will be strictly enforced. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

IMPORTS OF STEEL PRODUCTS FROM SOUTH AFRICA-SHIFT CATEGORIES FROM CENSUS SURVEY DATA-JAN. 1, TO DEC. 31, 1986 

D~ (net tons)] 

1986 1st quarter 1986 2d quarter 1986 3d quarter 1986 4th quarter Total year 1986 Base plliad 1983-84 
Product 

Tons l.P. Tons l.P. Tons 1.P. Tons l.P. Tons l.P. Tons l.P. 

Carbon structurals ........................................................................................................................... 28,416 1.86 13,382 0.97 16,058 1.14 25,857 1.77 83,713 1.45 15,962 2.38 
Alloy/stain, structurals .................................................................................................................... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sheetpiling ..................................................................................................................................... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Rails ................................................................................................................................................ 0 0 137 .08 0 0 0 0 137 .02 0 0 
Rail and track accessories .............................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Wheels and ............................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 154 .77 97 .50 250 .30 155 .16 
Carbon wire rods ............................................................................................................................ 7,371 .64 548 .05 4,383 .37 2,669 .23 14,971 .32 11,215 .27 

:..~~"tiirS:::::: :::: ::: : :: :~ :: : : : :::::::: : : :: : : :::: : : :::: :: : : : : : : : :::: :: :::: : :::::: : :::::::::: :: : : : ::: : : : ::: :::: : :: :: :: : :: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 82 0 

:.. ldcold~blrslli!S.::::::::: : : :: ::: ::: : :: ::::::::::: : :: : : ::: : : : ::::::::::: :: : ::::::: :: :: : :: ::: : :: :::: :: ::::::::: : ::::: :: :: :::::: :: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1,103 .35 607 .21 498 .18 51 .02 2,258 .20 4,204 .34 

Ila/ cold finbbal bin .................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 17 .03 0 0 17 .01 8 0 

~=-~~::::: :::: : :: :: ::::: : : :: : : : ::::::::::: : : : :::: : ::: :: :::::::: : : : : :::::::::::: ::::: : :: :: : : : : ::: :: :: :: :::: :: : : : : ::: : : :: 0 0 351 .09 223 .06 12 0 585 .04 2,366 .19 
8,787 1.93 9,044 2.19 6,628 1.83 5,865 1.76 30,324 1.94 29,129 1.60 

-~~~=~-~~-~-~~~~~~~~~=~~ 
1,216 .80 1,229 .94 2,789 2.21 998 .89 6,232 1.20 6,667 1.00 

455 .09 613 .14 555 .17 1,282 .72 2,904 .20 1,383 .09 
1,277 .21 448 .22 293 .21 2,074 1.47 4,091 .37 5,137 .21 

113 .05 61 .03 149 .07 166 .10 489 .06 1,764 .18 
595 2.31 0 0 19 .08 0 0 614 .64 311 .23 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4,549 1.29 2,296 .62 1,931 .58 3,391 1.23 12,167 .92 11,189 .75 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 .01 
Wint ......................................................................................................................................... 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 49 .01 
Mt..-:ts ................................................................................................................................. 399 1.16 268 .n 266 1.42 106 0.63 1,039 .99 449 .24 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~ ~ ~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
20,954 2.32 11,926 1.18 15,420 1.98 14,763 2.00 63,06.l 1.84 62,349 1.54 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 99 .01 
199 .55 0 0 0 0 0 0 199 .15 278 .25 

23,576 .&8 10,921 .33 17,5'6 .57 18,574 .57 70,637 .54 97,748 .70 = :-,.:•••1r:::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
116 2.18 0 0 0 0 0 0 116 .27 35 .12 

c.ii. cald 111111 111111 ........... - ............................................................................................... _ 18,689 .48 12,769 .33 12,388 .35 24,139 .71 67,984 .46 90,841 .SJ = =-~-:::::::::::::::=:=:::::::::::=:::::::::::::::::::: : : ::::::::::::::: :::: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 
U10 1.17 • .G5 0 0 • 0 2,351 .34 .6 0 
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IMPORTS OF STEEL PRODUCTS FROM SOUTH AFRlf.A-SHIFT CATEGORIES FROM CENSUS SURVEY DATA-JAN. 1, TO DEC. 31, 198~nued 

p~ (net tons)] 

1986 1st quarter 1986 2d quarter 1986 3d quarter 1986 4th quarter Total yw 1986 
Base - 1983-84 

Tons l.P. Tons l.P. Tons 

Gllvalizld sheet ............................................................................................................................ . 15,517 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

.59 12,258 .46 9,897 
Oths coa1ld sheet ........................................................................................................................ . 0 0 0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 . 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 fi~~~~~~~~~~~J~~~~=~~~~~~~~~~I~ 

Fabriclllld strucllnls .................................................................................................................... . 717 
2,308 

.86 914 1.25 491 
Wile strand .................................................................................................................................... . 3.11 2,232 3.44 3,031 

l'r8pared by: lntematlonal Trade Mninlstratlon, Import Mnlnlstration, Office al Agreement -iance. 

TF.sTIMONY OF COL. OLIVER 
NORTH BEFORE SELECT COM
MITTEE ON SECRET MILITARY 
ASSISTANCE TO IRAN AND THE 
NICARAGUAN OPPOSITION 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, Col. 

Oliver North, testifying before the 
Select Committee this morning assert
ed that Members of Congress follow
ing a Presidential briefing "seriously 
Jeopardized" the safety of airmen 
flying the bombing raid against Libya 
in retaliation for the Achille Lauro hi
jacking. This is a strong assertion that 
has no merit or foundation based on 
fact. 

Chairman INOUYE went to great 
lengths to set the record straight in 
his closing remarks with regard to Col. 
North's assertion. Senator INOUYE 
went to great detail to establish that 
this air strike against Libya was under
taken after weeks of public comment 
by administration officials that such a 
strike would occur. 

Chairman INOUYE was absolutely 
correct in proving that there was 
nothing covert or secret about the Ad
ministration's intention to punish 
Libya. No more apt statement could 
sum up this widely heralded raid than 
the comment made by Sam Donaldson 
on ABC evening news on April 9th, 5 
days before the raid occurred. I quote, 
"The understanding now is that a 
strike against Libya is in the works. If 
it comes to that, seldom will U.S. mili
tary action have been so widely and 
publicly advertised in advance.'' 

Mr. President, no Member of Con
gress Jeopardized the safety of Ameri
can fighting men. The record ls very 
clear that the administration showed 
its hand in remarkable and disturbing 
detail time and time again prior to the 
raid. Col. North's remarks were inap
propriate and wrong. 

I made no public reference to the 
raid until after the President's speech 
to the Nation. Press reports to the 
contrary are inaccurate. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to place in the RscoRD what Colo
nel North said In his testimony this 
morning before the Select Committee. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT 01' COLONEL NORTH 
Lt. Col. NORTH. There were revelations im

mediately after the Achille Lauro capture of 
the terrorists that very seriously compro
mised our intelligence activities which al
lowed us to conduct the activity itself. The 
operation could not have been done without 
the availability of certain intelligence. and 
the statements made by a number of mem
bers of Congress thereafter seriously Jeop
ardized that effort and compromised those 
intelligence-gathering means. And I don't 
think we need to speak in further detail 
about that, but that is precisely the kind of 
thing we're talking about. In the case of the 
Libya raid, there was a detailed briefing pro
vided at the White House in the Old Execu
tive Office Building which was hosted by 
the President. Members of the Cabinet were 
there that were part of the National Securi
ty Council and the National Security Plan
ning Group. The President several times in 
the course of that briefing on what we were 
planning to do that evening noted the sensi
tivity and the fact that the lives of Ameri
cans were at risk. Nonetheless, when the 
briefing concluded at about five or five 
thirty, two members of Congress proceeded 
immediately to waiting microphones and 
noted that the President was going to make 
a heretofore unannounced address to the 
nation on Libya. I would tell you that the 
volume of fire over the Libyan capital was 
immense that evening. Two American 
airmen died as a consequence of that anti
aircraft fire as best we can determine. And I 
will also tell you that in my military experi
ence nobody keeps that volume of ammuni
tion sitting around in their guns, they need 
a half hour or an hour to break it out, get it 
ready. And any one of the magazine photo
graphs that you look at shows-or the gun 
camera films themselves, show an enormous 
volume of fire that would indicate that 
while we may have had tactical surprise, 
strategic surprise was probably sacrificed by 
the comments made about the fact that the 
President was going to address the nation 
that evening on the issue of Libya. If I were 
Muommar Qadhafi hearing those words, 
and there's no doubt that he did-this very 
session Is being broadcast all over the world, 
as you all know. The words that I am saying 
are instantly available in Moscow, the same 
thing happens on all of our network news. 
Those kinds of things alert our adversaries. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suppart
ed the mfiltary action against Libya on 

l.P. Tons l.P. Tons 

.38 24,181 .96 61,853 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

l.P. 

.60 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Tons 

73,133 
12,121 

0 
0 

11 
0 

376 
188 

0 

LP. 

.83 

.99 
0 
0 
0 
0 

.53 4 0 2,126 .65 402 

.08 

.01 
0 
.17 

4.23 4.43 4,766 7.18 12,337 4.50 12,616 

April 14, 1986, in retaliation against 
Libyan state-sponsored terrorism. I 
nevertheless deplored the hemorrhag
ing of vital military information and 
planning by various elements of the 
administration that dominated the 
news for a full week prior to the raid. 

The military action was undertaken 
only after a full week of news reports 
that quoted administration officals re
vealing the nature of the mission, 
against whom the raid would take 
place, roughly when it would occur, 
what targets would probably be 
struck, and which countries might or 
might not assist in it. Reports indicate 
that the leaks were so damaging to our 
planned action that the raid had to be 
postponed at least once. 

This kind of undisciplined chatter 
might be dismissed as a clever series of 
trial balloons, designed to affect Qa
dhafi or our allies. or both, in various 
ways. However, the paramount goals 
in any operation must be the safety of 
our own fighting men and women and 
the success of the mission itself. We 
are fortunate that Qadhafi did not act, 
apparently on the information or at 
least sufficiently on the information 
that was readily available to him to 
complicate the raid, or even to cause 
us to abort it. 

Mr. President, I think it is very im
portant that the historical record con
cerning this episode in our foreign re
lations fully show and accurately show 
the way in which, and the degree to 
which, the administration through 
statements by its various spokesmen 
contributed to the spreading of ad
vance notice of the anticipated Libyan 
raid literally around the world via the 
news media, allied governments, and 
other means during the week preced
ing the raid. 

I ask unanimous consent that a de
tailed chronology of what the adminis
tration spokesmen said to and through 
these various channels during those 
several days be printed in the RBcoRD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RscoRD, aa follows: 
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"The understanding now is that a strike 

again.st Libya is in the works. If it comes to 
that, seldom will U.S. military aetion have 
been so widely and publicly advertised in ad
vance." -Sam Donaldson, ABC "World News 
Tonight", April 9, 1986 (5 days before the 
raid>. 

"By Friday <April 11), says a top intelli
gence official, 'we knew that we were 
doomed. Too many people were talking 
freely about the operation and too many 
operational details were already out. We 
had to postpone.' About noon on Friday 
NSC hastily convened again in the Oval 
Office and got the President's agreement 
for a postponement of indefinite duration. 
Reagan, says one participant, 'was furious. 
He realized that the operation had to be put 
off but wanted to make sure that in the 
future no more leaks will get around."' -
Time, April 21, 1986. 
THE NOT-SO-SECRET RAID AGAINST L!BYA

THE ADMINISTRATION IGNORES THE PRINCI· 
PLES OP' SECRECY AND SURPRISE 

On April 14, 1986, the United States re
taliated against Libyan state-sponsored ter
rorism by bombing military and terrorist ac
tivity support targets in the Tripoli and 
Benghazi areas. 

This military action was undertaken after 
a full week of news reports that quoted Ad
ministration officials revealing the nature 
of the mission, against whom the raid would 
take place, roughly when it would occur, 
what targets would probably be struck, and 
which countries would and would not assist 
in it, and after our allies had been told of 
the planned military raid. 

The military strike against Libya has been 
widely supported in the Congress and the 
United States as a necessary and defensible 
action. 

But the Administration's inability to con
tain the Nation's most vital military se
crets-secrets upon which the lives of the 
men and women in our armed forces depend 
and upon which the success of the mission 
depends-is a different matter. 

What follows is a chronology of what the 
Administration told the news media and 
allied governments during the week before 
the raid. 

CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS 

SATURDAY, APRIL 6 

1:49 a.m. Berlin Time: A bomb exploded in 
the La Belle discotheque in West Berlin kill
ing a U.S. soldier and a Turkish woman and 
injuring 204 people, including 64 Americans. 

SUNDAY, APRIL 6 

New York Times: "President Reagan was 
asked before boarding Air Force One for the 
return trip to Washington if he would 'hit' 
Libya and responded, 'No comment.'" <New 
York Times, April 7 > 

Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger: 
"We don't have the hard evidence [against 
Qaddafi] . . . but when there is evidence, we 
wouldn't hesitate to act for a moment.'' 
<NBC "Nightly News," April 6) 

MONDAY, APRIL 7 

U.S. Ambassador to West Germany Rich
ard Burt: "There are very clear indications 
that there was Libyan involvement Cin the 
Berlin bombing] ... .'' When asked whether 
he would like to see the President take mili
tary action again.st Qaddafi, Burt replied: 
"I'm not going to close the President's op
tions. . . . He's studying this issue right 
now ... .'' <NBC "Today Show," April 7> 

Washington Post: "The White House yes
terday [April 71 privately rebuked Richard 
Burt, U.S. Ambassador to West Germany, 

for saying in a television interview that the 
United States has 'clear indications' of 
Libya's involvement in the weekend bomb
ing of a West Berlin nightclub. U.S. officials 
confirmed, however, that Burt's statements 
were correct. . . . The officials, who declined 
to be identified, said Burt had been warned 
to be more circumspect in public state
ments, not because he had spoken incorrect
ly but because, as one official put it, 'he got 
too far out in front of what the administra
tion wants to say publicly at this point.' .. 
<Washington Post, April 8) 

CBS "Evening News": "Reagan Adminis
tration officials say they have intelligence 
reports strongly linking the Libyan People's 
Bureau in East Berlin with the bombing of 
the La Belle discotheque in West Berlin. 
The evidence includes intercepted messages 
dispatched from Libya to its operatives in 
East Berlin .... Top U.S. officials acknowl
edge that detailed military contingency 
plans for retaliation already exist. Said one 
source, they involve five targets in Libya." 
<White House Correspondent Lesley Stahl, 
CBS "Evening News," April 7> 

ABC "World News Tonight": "U.S. intelli
gence sources say that after the [Berlin] 
bombing, there were messages from Libya to 
its embassy in East Berlin which indicated 
clear knowledge of details of the terrorist 
attack and which in essence offered praise 
for a Job well done.'' <National Security Cor
respondent John Mcwethy, ABC "World 
News Tongit," April 7) 

Wall Street Journal: "U.S. officials are 
putting out the word that they are laying 
the groundwork for possible retaliatory ac
tions against Libya for its suspected involve
ment in the bombing of a West Berlin disco
theque .... U.S. officials said they won't 
decide on any of several possible retaliatory 
measures now being studied by President 
Reagan until investigators in Berlin make 
more progress .... Options that U.S. offi
cials have discussed include striking un
manned planes on an airfield, Libya's two 
SAM-5 missile sites, or missile-storage 
areas. . . . Other retaliatory options are 
aimed at striking at the heart of Libya's 
economy, by bombing oil lines or transpor
tation.'' <Wall Street Journal, April 8) 

TUESDAY, APRIL 8 

White House Press Briefing: "Q: So, Just 
to reiterate, you have not now at this time 
made a conclusion as to the extent of 
Libyan involvement in either of the two in
cidents of last week? [White House deputy 
press secretary Larry] Speakes: That's 
right.'' <White House afternoon press brief
ing, April 8) 

Wall Street Journal: "Reagan and his ad
visers are united in wanting to respond mili
tarily against Qadhafi . . . but haven't 
agreed on a time or place to strike back, a 
senior Administration official said." <Wall 
Street Journal, April 9> 

New York Times: "One State Department 
official, who was openly skeptical about the 
evidence used to link Libya to last Decem
ber's Rome and Vienna airport attacks, said 
today CApril 81 that 'I have absolutely no 
doubt this time. We have the goods.'" <New 
York Times, April 9> 

CBS "Evening News": "Forty-eight hours 
after the bombing in West Berlin, the 
Reagan Administration had reached a con
sensus for military retaliation against Libya. 
But, officials are still trying to decide exact
ly what to do and when. Sources tell CBS 
News that the evidence, most of it from 
communications intercepts, seems to impli
cate Libya beyond much doubt .... What 
are the options? The easy targets are on the 

coast-the Libyan missile battery already 
hit during the operation in the Gulf of 
Sidra, a submarine base, other port facWties 
and artillery positions. More risky: terrorist 
training camps. M:Wtary planners say day
light action inland would probably mean 
the loss of some pilots and aircraft. But the 
White House believes there is public sup
port as do many in Congress. <White House 
Correspondent Bill Plante, CBS "Evening 
News," April 8> 

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 9 

EVENTS OF THE DAY THAT WERE KNOWN AT TBB 
TDD: 

USA Today: "By 3 p.m., two U.S. aircraft 
carrier battle groups were ordered to remain 
in the Mediterranean.'' <USA Today, April 
10) 

New York Times: "Several of the CAdmin
istrationl officials said sensitive information 
was being shared with West Germany, Brit
ain, France, Italy and a few others, but that 
not all were being shown the same raw evi
dence.'' <New York Times, April 10) 

CBS "Evening News": "According to a 
highly-placed source President Reagan has 
approved another possible military strike 
against Libya .... The White House denied 
rumors today that a military response was 
already underway, but a well-placed intelli
gence source said that a military response 
has been approved.'' <White House Corre
spondent Lesley Stahl, CBS "Evening 
News," April 9, and USA Today, April 10) 

ABC "World News Tonight": "The under
standing now is that a strike against Libya 
is in the works. If it comes to that, seldom 
will US military action have been so widely 
and publicly advertised in advance.'' <Sam 
Donaldson, ABC "World News Tonight,'' 
April 9) 

Asked directly whether he had already au
thorized military retaliation against Libya, 
the President said: "This is a question that, 
as I say, is like talking about battle plans or 
something.'' Stating that the Administra
tion was still looking for proof, he conclud
ed that "if there's identification enough to 
respond, then I think we'd respond.'' <Presi
dent Reagan, News Conference of April 9. 
Transcript in Washington Post, April 10) 

EVENTS OF THE DAY THAT WERE SUBSEQUENTLY 
REPORTED 

Washington Post: "At about the middle of 
last week [April 6-121, officials from Rea
gan's National Security Council contacted 
their counterparts in Thatcher's Cabinet 
Office. The Americans said that the Admin
istration had decided to take military meas
ures against Libya, and wanted both British 
backing and approval for use of Royal Air 
Force bases where U.S. Air Force Fllls and 
some aerial refueling tankers are stationed. 
. . . Her staff requested that the NSC pro
vide specific information on the types of 
bombs that were to be used, and on the in
tended targets." <Washington Post, April 
16) 

New York Times: "The discussions [with 
the British] began late on Tuesday [April 
81, almost a week before the raid ... .'' <New 
York Times, April 16> 

On Wednesday, April 9, five days before 
the raid, the President was authoritatively 
reported to have approved in principle the 
d€cision to retaliate militarily against Libya. 

Washington Post: "Sources said that a 
formal national security decision directive 
was signed last Wednesday [April 91 in 
which Reagan approved an attack on Libya 
in principle .... By Wednesday [April 91 
... Shultz and Poindexter were ready with 
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their recommendation for a military strike. 
Reagan approved the decision in principle 
at a National Security Council meeting in 
the Oval Office after hearing a recommen
dation from Adm. William J. Crowe, Jr., 
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who 
called for adding firepower to U.S. forces 
before any strike was made." <Washington 
Post, April 15> 

Sam Donaldson on ABC "Nightline," 
April 14: "Officials here [Washington, D.C.l 
say the President decided on a military 
option at the middle of last week, say 
Wednesday, Wednesday morning, and from 
that moment on, they insist there was never 
any doubt that it would be used." <ABC 
"Nightline," April 14> 

THURSDAY, APRIL 10 

EVENTS OF THE DAY THAT WERE KNOWN AT THE 
TillE 

NBC "Today Show": "Administration offi
cials say that intense planning is under way 
for retaliation against Libya. At his news 
conference the President only hinted at it. 
... And when given the facts the President 
did not deny that he has already ordered 
military retaliation. Afterwards officials 
said that omission was very significant and 
said pointedly that when the time is right 
the United States will respond." <White 
House correspondent Andrea Mitchell, NBC 
"Today Show," April 10> 

Washington Post: "The United States ... 
now has 'indisputable evidence' that Libyan 
leader Muammar Qaddafi was behind the 
[Berlin discotheque] attack, according to 
NATO commander Bernard W. Rogers .... 
Oen. Rogers, speaking in Atlanta Wednes
day [April 91, said, 'We have indisputable 
evidence . . . I can't tell you how we get it. 
But it's there.' " <Washington Post, April 
11) 

At the White House, deputy press secre
tary Larry Speakes was asked if reporters 
could assume that Rogers "knows what he 
is talking about.'' Speakes replied: "I'm sure 
you can." <White House afternoon press 
briefing, April 10) 

New York Times: "An Administration offi
cial said that Libyan military sites are the 
prime options under consideration for retal
iation, and that among the key possibilities 
are Libyan air bases near the coast. . . . The 
official said that coastal electronic listening 
posts, including early-warning radar sites as 
well as units that pick up airplane and ship 
traffic, are also key targets. . . . Although 
oil fields and oil depots are also under con
sideration, one United States official said 
that destruction of such sites could create 
problems for the United States because 
friendly nations, particularly Italy and West 
Germany, buy oil from Libya. Moreover, a 
number of Americans are believed working 
in or near these sites, despite Mr. Reagan's 
recent order for Americans to leave Libya.'' 
<New York Times, April 11) New York 
Times: "Administration officials conceded 
that, if President Reagan orders a military 
strike, 'clearly the surprise won't be there.' 
The official added .... 'The Libyans know 
as well as we do what the major targets 
are.'" <New York Times, April 11> 

NBC "Nightly News": "At the President's 
direction the Pentagon is making final plans 
for a retaliatory strike against Libyan mili
tary bases and perhaps industrial sites. That 
according to defense officials who told NBC 
News that the President has approved in 
principle an attack of short duration which 
would destory many targets. The sources 
said the carriers Coral Sea and the America, 
currently within 24 hours of the Libyan 
coast, would not be ordered into action until 

the President reviews the battle plan with 
his top advisers. They would include Vice 
President Bush, who is due back from the 
Middle East late Saturday, and Defense Sec
retary Weinberger who returns from Asia 
Sunday. 

. . . Defense officials said the President's 
military options are all keyed to the four 
main air defense missile sites along the 
Libyan coast. Those batteries would have to 
be destroyed first. Only then would bombers 
be sent to attack three large military air
fields. The F-111 bomber is one of the weap
ons the President could use together with 
carrier Jets. The F-111 is based in Britain 
and it is not known if the British govern
ment would go along with that use of its ter
ritory. But the largest burden of the air
strike would go to the attack jets on the two 
carriers. Pentagon sources said they would 
be used against Libyan naval facilities and 
military bases along the Libyan coast. . . . 

. . . It is not clear tonight whether the 
attack plan to be presented to the President 
will include a strike against Libyan oil facili
ties. One Pentagon source said that would 
expose attack Jets to more ground fire than 
is acceptable, and there is that same con
cern with striking Libya's many terrorist 
camps-the majority of which are in the 
Libyan interior out of safe bomber range. 
But one official said there are several near 
shore which could be attacked. 

. . . Those are most of the options for the 
President and according to defense officials, 
it is no longer a question whether he will 
employ one or all of them, but when." <Fred 
Francis at the Pentagon, NBC "Nightly 
News," April 10) 

FRIDAY, APRIL 11 

EVENTS OF THE DAY THAT WERE KNOWN AT THE 
TIME 

NBC "Today Show": "The issue isn't if 
the US will strike, but when.'' <Bryant 
Gumbel, NBC "Today Show", April 11) 

NBC "Today Show"; "Defense depart
ment sources say the plan would be for a 
quick strike that could hit the following tar
gets. Military bases near the coast to knock 
out missile sites and missile storage areas. 
Military airfields near Tripoli, to hit un
manned jet fighters on the ground .... The 
goal is to strike as many targets as possible 
as close to the coast to reduce the danger to 
American aircraft.'' <Correspondent Jamie 
Gangel, NBC "Today Show," April 11> 

Reuters: "Pentagon officials said yester
day [April 11 l the Coral Sea and America, 
carrying 170 planes and escorted by battle 
fleets of more than 10 ships each, had edged 
closer to Libya.''<Reuters, April 12> 

New York Times: [White House chief of 
staff Donald] Regan was asked by report
ers. . . whether there now was 'indisputable' 
evidence linking Libya to the West Berlin 
disco attack. 'As far as most people are con
cerned, yes,' Mr. Regan replied .... 'We 
haven't reached a final conclusion, but 
we're coming close.'" <New York Times, 
April 12) 

EVENTS or THE DAY THAT WERE SUBSEQUENTLY 
REPORTED 

AP: "On Friday, when the ships were still 
about a day's sail from the Gulf of Sidra. . . 
one Pentagon source said, 'There doesn't 
seem to be anything imminent at this 
point,'" <AP, April 13) 

Washington Post: "According to French 
and American sources, the United States 
first broached the question of overflight 
rights with France on Friday, April 11, via 
the military attache's office in the U.S. Em-

bassy here [in Paris]." <Washington Post, 
April 24> 

Washington Post: "[Paris daily] Le Monde 
said that Reagan sent a second private mes
sage to Mitterrand on April 11, announcing 
his intention of using the Fll ls to attack 
'terrorist camps' in Libya and requesting 
overflight rights.'' <Washington Post, April 
29) 

SATURDAY, APRIL 12 

EVENTS OF THE DAY THAT WERE KNOWN AT THE 
TlllE 

UPI: " •As part of our continuing consulta
tions on the threat of terrorism, Ambassa
dor Vernon Walters, the U.S. representative 
to the United Nations, has undertaken a 
mission to Europe,' said State Department 
spokesman Deborah Cavin. 'He is now in 
the United Kingdom, where he has met 
with Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher 
and he will be visiting several other coun
tries in the next few days.' " <UPI, April 12) 

New York Times: "Administration offi
cials speculated that the Walters trip placed 
in abeyance, at least for the moment, a re
taliatory strike against Libya, but officials 
declined to rule out a raid even in the next 
48 hours.'' <New York Times, April 13) 

AP: "The [British] Mail on Sunday news
paper said Mrs. Thatcher had 'cleared the 
way for President Reagan to use British 
bases to launch a massive new air attack on 
Libya.'" <AP. April 13) 

AP: "Speculation . . . that the United 
States might be planning to use its F-111 
fighter-bombers based in eastern England 
for a punitive strike against Libya . . . was 
heightened by the arrival Saturday [April 
121 of several KC-10 tank.er planes at the 
U.S. Air Force base in Mildenhall, eastern 
England. The KC-10, a military version of 
the DC-10, is capable of in-flight refueling 
and could be used to enable up to 40 F-11 ls 
to make roundtrip flights between Britain 
and Libya.'' <AP. April 13) 

AP: "Italian Premier Bettino Craxi told 
reporters Saturday CApril 121 in Milan ... 
'I don't believe there will be a military inter
vention there [Libya] before Monday,' the 
day of the Common Market meeting.'' (AP, 
April 12) 

NBC "Nightly News": "By Monday, the 
diplomatic lobbying tour will be complete, 
and Administration sources indicate that 
means a strike could come as early as Tues
day. . . . Administration sources say the 
president is committed to a retaliatory 
strike, but might be willing to hold off if 
European allies agree to strong political and 
economic sanctions. Short of that, said one 
official, it's just a matter of time until the 
president picks a plan and gives the go
ahead." <Correspondent Jamie Gangel at 
the White House, NBC "Nightly News," 
April 12) 

EVENTS OF THE DAY THAT WERE SUBSEQUENTLY 
REPORTED 

Washington Post: "After consulting con
servative Prime Minister Jacques Chirac by 
telephone, Mitterrand decided to reject the 
U.S. request [for overflight rights], and the 
French refusal was communicated to Wash
ington the following morning [Saturday 
April 121.'' <Washington Post citing Le 
Monde, April 29) 

ABC "Nightline": "Officials here [Wash
ington, D.C.l say ... General Walters ... 
was not sent to try to solicit allied support 
for this . . . but had been sent to inform the 
allies that a military option would be used.'' 
<Sam Donaldson, ABC, "Nightline," April 
14) 
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Washington Post: "By the time Walters 

arrived Saturday. most of these details had 
been ironed out. His meeting with Thatcher. 
along with [Foreign Secretary Geoffrey] 
Howe and Defense Secretary George 
Younger. sources said, concentrated primar
ily on the 'publicly revealed and the legal 
justtf1cation for it.'' <Washington Post, April 
16) 

New York Times: "According to Spanish 
sources here [Washington, D.C.l and in 
Madrid. Mr. Walters, at a previously undis
closed meeting with Mr. Gonzalez on Satur
day CApril 121, hinted at the possibility c,f 
overflights or use of the bases in the event 
of a hypothetical American military action 
against Libya. Mr. Gonzalez, the sources 
said, gave a throughly discouraging re
sponse about both.'' <New York Times. April 
16) 

SUNDAY, APRIL 13 

EVENTS OP THE DAY THAT WERE KNOWN AT THE 
TDIE 

Deputy Secretary of State John White
head said: " ... prospective military action is 
something that only the President will 
decide on. He has not yet made that deci
sion ... .'' "No, there really isn't a time 
table, but ... the time is getting short." 
<CBS "Face the Nation," April 13, and New 
York Times, April 14> 

Director of the State Department's Ott1ce 
of Counter-Terrorism Robert Oakley said: 
"I can't tell you exactly what General Wal
ters is talking about, but he is indeed con
sulting our allies." <ABC "This Week with 
David Brinkley,'' April 13> 

Walters met with West German Chancel
lor Kohl and Foreign Minister Genscher 
Sunday morning and that evening with 
French Prime Minister Chirac. <Washington 
Post, April 14> 

Jiji <Tokyo> Press Service: "When they 
met at the Presidential Retreat of Camp 
David ... last Sunday, Reagan hinted the 
possibility of attacking Libya. (Japanese 
Prime Minister] Nakasone said at a plenary 
session of the House of Councillors. Reagan 
said that the United States has firm evi
dence linking Libya to the recent bombing 
of a West Berlin nightclub .... On Wednes
day CApril 161 Deputy White House press 
secretary Larry Speakes said Japan ex
pressed its support for U.S. attacks against 
Libya prior to . . . Cthe1 air raids on Tripoli 
and Benghazi. But this was denied by Naka
sone Thursday.'' <JUI CTokyol Press Ticker 
Service, April 18> 

NBC "Nightly News": "Administration of
ficials say the President is moving toward a 
decision about whether to make a retaliato
ry strike against Libya; and White House of
ficials confirm the President will have a spe
cial National Security meeting tomorrow to 
evaluate the situation .... Today, the Presi
dent conferred with Vice President Bush 
and Secretary of State Shultz. both of 
whom are believed to favor a military strike. 
Noticeably absent from the Camp David 
meeting was Defense Secretary Weinberger, 
who is believed to oppose such action." 
(Jamie Ganael at the White House, NBC 
"Nightly News," April 13) 
B'VDT8 or THE DAY THAT WERE SUBSBQlJ'DTLY 

RBPORTBD 

WashinltOn Post: "The CLe Mondel news
paper sa.ld the White Bouse then sent an
other urgent message to Mitterrand asking 
him to reconsider [France's decision made 
Saturday, April 12, to refuse American over
fllsht rights]. The French refusal was con
firmed at a meeting on the morning of April 
13 between Mitterrand. Chirac, and Porel.gn 

Minister Jean-Bernard Raimond.'' <Wash
ington Post, April 29 > 

New York Times: "Mr. Walters said the 
United States was ready to act. said a rank
ing aide of the American envoy, 'and Kohl 
told him, "Force is not our method.'' • ... A 
senior adviser to the Chancellor said Mr. 
Kohl was 'furious' when he read that 
Reagan Administration omcials had de
scribed him as willing to condone military 
action against Libya in private while public
ly opposing such a step. 'He said nothing 
like this,' the adviser insisted.'' <New York 
Times, April 25 > 

New York Times: "Mr. Craxi's aides too, 
were shocked to hear him described by 
Washington officials as having privately en
dorsed the American raid.'' <New York 
Times, April 25 > 

The April 21 issue of Newsweek, which 
was available on newsstands before the raid, 
contained a lengthy lead article on the pos
sibility of military action against Libya. 
Using accumulated leaks from Administra
tion officials, it offered a detailed and re
markably accurate analysis not only of what 
had happened, but also of what would 
happen. 

This time the casus belli with the La Belle 
discotheque bombing in West Berlin. The 
President's counselors said they had worked 
up an 'indisputable' trail of evidence con
necting Libyan a.gents to the murderous 
blast. Two U.S. aircraft carriers took up po
sitions within striking distance of Libya. 
Reagan suggested he was only waiting for 
clear battle conditions and a complete dos
sier on the Berlin case before striking. • • • 

With the USS Coral Sea and the USS 
America both in the Mediterranean, one 
plausible scenario was that Reagan would 
send Navy jets from the carriers to bomb 
airfields, missile batteries, radar towers or 
other military targets along the Libyan 
coast. • • • United Nations Ambassador 
Vernon Walters also left on a trip to 
London. feeding speculation that Washing
ton might try to launch a raid with U.S. Air 
Force FB-111 bombers based in Britain. The 
President's advisers were leaning against 
two other options: trying to take out Libya's 
oilfields or hitting suspected terrorist train
ing camps.• • • 

• • • This time, senior U.S. officials said, 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff laid out a full 
range of military options for Reagan and 
the National Security Council immediately 
after the Berlin bombing. Over the next 
three days new reconnaissance photos were 
reviewed and the list of targets was nar
rowed; then Reagan approved an attack 'in 
principle.' 

• • • Pentagon officials were determined 
to stick to the criterion of 'proportional
ity' -and they read that as meaning an 
attack on limited targets such as the radar 
array around Tripoli. Then. according to 
Defense Department officials. the President 
and his other advisers decided to consider 
larger targets such as Libya's airfields. The 
military brass went back to the drawing 
board.• • • 

Of all the options, the most likely to meet 
Reagan's guidelines was sending jets from 
the carriers to hit Libyan military positions. 
• • • The Administration had also not ruled 
out a longer range hit. From the start the 
Penta&on had liked the option of dispatch
ing the British-based FB-llls, which can 
move fast, fly low and carry a bomb-load. At 
first, according to British officials, Prime 
Minister Margaret Thatcher was cool 
toward the proposal. But the sources sa.ld 
she warmed up after U.S. officials let the 

British see their full file on Kaddafi's links 
to the La Belle blast. • • • In another sign 
the Administration might be leaning toward 
the Britain scenario, several U .s. tanker air
craft. which could be used for inflight refu
eling, took wing for American air bases in 
the United Kingdom. 

The President's advisers rejected other 
possibilities as too dangerous. The CIA had 
identified some three dozen camps where it 
suspected the Libyans of training terrorists. 
But top U.S. officials argued that strikes on 
those targets might also hit civilians. Senior 
planners pointed out that an attack on 
Libyan oilfields, pumping stations and load
ing docks could endanger innocent oil work
ers, including Americans and Europeans. 
••• 

• • • Senior officials in Washington 
echoed reports that U.S. intelligence had 
intercepted messages between Tripoli and 
the Libyan People's Bureau in East Berlin. 
In late March, they said, Tripoli instructed 
the bureau to carry out an undisclosed 
'plan.' On April 4 the bureau informed its 
capital that the operation would take place 
soon. Hours later-after the attack on the 
discotheque-the Libyans in East Berlin re
ported that they had executed the plan. 
Then on April 6 Tripoli exhorted other Peo
ple's Bureaus to follow East Berlin's exam
ple.• • • 

In the campaign to rally allied support. 
the State Department sent cables on Kadda
fi's links to terrorism to major West Europe
an capitals. But only the British were shown 
raw transcipts of the intercepted Libyan 
messages. The other allies saw paraphrases. 
That appeared to explain why the West 
Germans sounded circumspect about the 
evidence in the La Belle case, even though 
they verified the thrust of Washington's al
legations. • • •" <"Targeting a 'Mad Dog:" 
Newsweek, April 21, 1986-released April 13, 

' 1986.) 
MONDAY, APRIL 14 

THE DAY OF THE RAID 

NBC "Today Show": "A high official said 
in Moscow this morning the Soviet govern
ment is in contact with Washington in ef
forts to prevent a U.S. attack on Libya .... 
At the White House, President Reagan 
meets today with his top advisers in what 
could be a crucial meeting on the Libyan 
crisis." <News Anchor John Palmer> "Many 
observers believe-even those who origina1ly 
thought that a military response would be a 
mistake-that the President has now talked 
so tough that he almost has to do some
thing, in order to preserve American credi
bilty on this issue." (White House Corre
spondent Andrea Mitchell, NBC "Today 
Show." April 14> 

12:13 p.m., F.sT: 18 US F-llls depart from 
Britain. 

4 p.m., F.sT: The President consults with 
Congress for the first time as top congres
sional leaders are told of the military oper
ation which is already in progress. <Wash
ington Post, April 15> 

Representative Robert Michel, who at
tended the briefing, said: ". . . we got a com
plete briefing on the nature of the strike 
and how it was to be deployed and the pur
pose for ta.king that kind of action. . . . 
There certainly were some serious questions 
asked by members, and I think rightfully so. 
particularly for those of us who, while hear
~ reverberations that there might be some 
kind of strike of this nature but not know
ing for sure and having not been counseled 
or asked for our comments before that 
meeting .... <ABC "Nightline,'' April 14> 
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Asked whether this constituted proper 

consultation with Congress under the War 
Powers Act, Representative Dante Fascell, 
who also attended the briefing, responded: 
"Well, we were informed of a decision.'' 
<ABC "Nightline,'' April 14> 

6:30 p.m. ABC "World News Tonight": "A 
debate at the highest level of the Reagan 
Administration raged through the weekend 
about how best to deal with Qadhafi. Offi
cials say arguments were so intense that the 
President late last week was unwilling to 
order a military strike until differences 
among his top advisers could be narrowed. 
They now have, officials say, and plans have 
been set into motion to order a military 
strike. 

One major reservation expressed late last 
week was the need to more fully consult 
with America's allies. Over the last two 
days, U.N. Ambassador Vernon Walters has 
done that consulting .... There were other 
concerns about not having enough military 
muscle on the scene. Two aircraft carrier 
task forces with 160 planes on board are 
standing by Just north of Sicily-a quick run 
from Libya. Additional KC-10 tankers, used 
in air-to-air refueling, have been flown to 
bases in Britain-available for duty should 
the Administration decide to use Air Force 
F-llls in a strike. 

Another concern was the lack of secrecy. 
Today Defense Secretary Caspar Weinberg
er issued a tough new order for no one to 
talk about details of ship or plane move
ments. Other reservations, many of them 
said to be raised by Weinberger, include con
cern that civilian casualties-Libyan, Euro
pean, and American-be minimized and that 
American pilots be exposed to the lowest 
possible risk. Though differences among 
high-level advisers stfil exist, officials say 
once the President signed off on a plan for 
action the debate stopped. Now all attention 
is focused on making sure the plan works.'' 
<National Security Correspondent John 
Mcwethy, ABC "World News Tonight," 
April 14) 

7:00 p.m. EST: American planes bomb 
Libya. 

9:00 p.m. EST: President Reagan discusses 
the attack on Libya in nationally televised 
address. 

11:30 p.m. EST: On ABC "Nightline," Ted 
Koppel declared: "It has been in the wind 
for days. For a time, in fact, the move 
toward military action was so blatant that it 
looked like a bluff." <ABC "Nightline," 
April 14>. 

THE APTER.llATH 

A statement released by the office of Ca
nadian Prime Minister Mulroney: "The gov
ernment of Canada has been fully consulted 
by the United States all along and was noti
fied in advance of its intentions with respect 
to Libya." <NEWSCAN [newsletter of the 
Canadian Embassy], week of April 18, date
lined Ottawa, April 15, 1986) 

White House Morning Press Briefing: 
Question: "Was his [President Reagan's] 

decision] made Wednesday, April 91 at all 
contingent on diplomatic and congressional 
consultations? Or was the military option, 
once chosen at mid-week, to go forward irre
spective . . . ?" 

White House deputy press secretary Larry 
Speakes: "It was to go forward, because we 
sent General Walters on Saturday and 
Sunday and Monday to visit with the allies. 
They were told that the President had de
cided on the military option, and we'd go 
from there." (White House morning press 
briefing, April 15> 

LET US BE DONE WITH THE 
MYTH OF HAWLEY-SMOOT 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 
advocates of so-called free trade have 
confected an elaborate and colorful 
mythology. They sing hallelujas to the 
"invisible hand," and genuflect before 
the altar of "comparative advantage," 
as though these concepts were rele
vant in today's world of MITI's and 
government-orchestrated export of
fensives. 

Of course, the "free traders" also 
have a demonology. And the Mephis
topheles and Lucifer of that hyper
imaginative demonology are Repre
sentative Willis Hawley and Senator 
Reed Smoot, coauthors of the famous 
tariff act that bears their names. For 
decades, we have been regaled with 
the fable of the dastardly Hawley
Smoot tariffs, and how they precipi
tated the Great Crash of 1929. 

Well, Mr. President, let the record 
show that the economic crash alleged
ly precipitated by Hawley-Smoot hap
pened in 1929. It is an inconvenient 
fact that Hawley-Smoot was passed 
and took effect in 1930. 

There are many other inconvenient 
facts about Hawley-Smoot-facts that 
fail to conform to the popular mythol
ogy. For instance, it is fact, not myth, 
that Hawley-Smoot was essentially a 
modest rewriting of the Tariff Act of 
1922, also known as Fordney
McCumber. Yet so damaging was the 
stiff-tariff regime of Fordney
McCumber that, from 1922 through 
1929, economic growth in the United 
States averaged a robust annual rate 
of 3.3 percent. Indeed, in the first year 
of Fordney-McCumber, U.S. economic 
growth soared by 10.2 percent. 

As Prof. Frank Taussig, an authority 
on tariffs and generally considered an 
opponent of protectionism, has writ
ten: 

Regarded as a whole, the act of 1930 must 
be characterized as futile. The new duties 
on manufactured goods were mostly of a 
petty sort .... This or that article was more 
heavily taxed, and doubtless some domestic 
producers got an advantage. On the impor
tant branches of these industries, the pro
tective system had already been carried so 
far that no considerable further displace
ment of imports could be expected Cunder 
Hawley-Smoot]. 

Mr. President, a more complete de
bunking of the myth of Hawley-Smoot 
is contained in a forthcoming book by 
B. Bruce Briggs, formerly of the U.S. 
Army War College and the Hudson In
stitute. Mr. President. I ask unani
mous consent that this book's chapter 
titled "The Myth of the Hawley
Smoot Tariff" be printed in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the ex
cerpt was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE MYTH or THI: HAWLEY-8KOOT T.ARDT 
<By Mr. Bruce-Briggs) 

CFrom a forthcoming USIC Educational 
Foundation book entitled "Putting the 
U.S. Back On Top: The National For A 
National Interest Trade Policy."] 
The Hawley-Smoot Tariff is one of those 

rare historical events that has become a 
popular metaphor. The term "Smoot
Hawley" is meant to remind the listener of 
the evil consequences of economic protec
tionism against foreign goods. The Hawley
Smoot Tariff of 1930 is claimed to have ex
acerbated or perhaps even caused the Great 
Depression of the 1930s; the high American 
tariff supposedly ignited trade wars which 
disrupted international commence and re
duced economic efficiency, generating 
world-wide poverty and instabWty which 
had terrible political consequences. particu
larly in Central Europe and in the Far East, 
promoting the rise of fascism and the out
break of World War II. "Smoot-Hawley" 
stands in our consciousness in rank with the 
political and military metaphors of 
"Munich." "The Maginot Line,'' and "Pearl 
Harbor.'' 

Hawley-Smoot stands especially tall in the 
demonology of "supply-side economics." Ac
cording to its most enthusiastic advocate. 
"The stock market Crash of 1929 and the 
Great Depression ensued because of the 
passage of the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act of 
1930." A more conventional evaluation is 
that of a New York Times writer, "Today's 
protectionism stirs memories of the infa
mous Smoot-Hawley Tariff of 1929 <sic>, 
which, most economists agree, helped 
tumble the world in Depression. Smoot
Hawley's high tariff barriers generated re
taliatory barriers from Europe, which 
helped cripple trade and industry and 
helped take the roar out of the Twenties." 
Senator D.P. Moynihan has written of • • • 
"the Smoot-Hawley Tariff of 1932 (sic). We 
were in a Depression • • • Congress decides 
to discourage foreign imports. At first mod
erate enough, the bill got out of hand on 
the floor. In a frenzy of logrolling, tariffs 
were raised to impossible heights. Ignoring 
the pleas of the economics • • • States has 
said, "the most constructive trade bfil in his
tory, the Smoot-Hauley Tariff Act, helped 
plunge this nation and the world into a 
decade of depression and despair.'' 

As shall be demonstrated, the metaphor 
"Hawley-Smoot" is a political and economic 
myth. For the record, the official name is 
Public Law 71-361, "The Tariff Act of 
1930", named for Representative W1llis 
Hawley <Republican. Oregon>. chairman of 
the House Ways and Means Committee, 
then as now responsible for initiating tax 
legislation, and Senator Reed Smoot <Re
publican, Utah), chairman of the Senate Fi
nance Committee, with the tax responsibil
ity in the other house of Congress. <Over 
the years the tariff's appelation has been 
transposed to "Smoot-Hawley"-perhaps be
cause it sound more ludicrous and con
temptible?> And discussions of the meta
phor of "Smoot-Hawley" are specific to the 
duty schedules that went into effect in 1930, 
because the Tariff Act of 1930 remains the 
fundamental U.S. trade law, albeit amended 
out of recognition, although most of the 
original duties stm apply to nations not par
ticipating in the multilateral "most-favored 
nation" tariff reductions since World War 
II-in particular, to communist nations. 

The Highest Tariff in American History? 
It is claimed that Hawley-Bmoot was the 

highest tariff in American history. In one 
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way this is t rue and in another way it is not, 
but either way the claim is irrelevant. True, 
the H-5 average duty on items subject to 
duty were the stiffest imposed, but nearly 
two-thirds of all imports were admitted free 
of duty, so the average dut y on imported 
goods was lower than in many years in the 
late 19th Century, none of which are 
claimed to have provoked economic cata
clysm. 

TABLE 1.-SELECTED HIGH TARIFF YEARS 

1868 ............................................................... .. 
1885 ................................................................ . 
1894 ................................................................ . 
1899 ................................................................ . 
1909 ............................................................... .. 
1932 ................................................................ . 

Duties as 
percent of 
dutiable 
i~ 

48.70 
46.05 
50.29 
52.58 
43.19 
59.06 

Duties as 
eercer!l of all 

:orts~ 
46.56 
30.75 
20.56 
29.48 
22.99 
19.59 

Indeed, every year from 1862 to 1911 had 
a higher overall tariff rate than H-S. What 
had occurred during the late 19th and early 
20th centuries was a shift in the purpose of 
the American tariff, from fiscal to econom
ic. Tariffs were originally primarily intend
ed to raise revenue for the federal govern
ment, so practically all imports were taxed, 
and the level of duties was influenced by 
the desire to maximize revenues. But the 
late 19th century saw a move toward a pro
tective policy which sought to almost elimi
nate imports that would compete with do
mestic producers, yet to admit imports, es
pecially raw materials and tropical products, 
that would benefit American producers and 
consumers. 

This policy was explicit in the writing of 
the Tariff of 1930 and its predecessors. It 
was "the protective theory-the historic 
policy of the Republican Party," and was 
the cause of bitter partisan debate with the 
more free-trading Democratic opposition. 
The Republicans employed tariff legislation 
to appeal to the interests of industrial cap
ital and labor by protecting U.S. manufac
turing from assault by lower-wage foreign 
competition. Surely this Republican policy 
was one reason why trade unions were then 
unhostlle to what was blatantly a business
man's party. All involved in the tariff dis
pute knew exactly what was being done and 
why. 

While comparative data are impossible to 
generate, it is possible that the United 
States in the 1920s had the highest tariff 
walls in the world. If so, the reason is easy 
to explain. The United States had the larg
est and most varied economy in the world. 
The United States occupied the better part 
of a continent. It had less need to trade 
than any other nation. A large part of its 
trade was in those natural goods that fit the 
classic economists' model of comparative ad
vantage-the U.S. imported bananas, cocoa, 
coffee, natural rubber, and tea, and the U.S. 
exported coal, cotton, petroleum, and tobac
co. Half of imports were raw materials, as 
was a third of exports. Trade in manufac
tured goods was kept small by policy. 

The long-protected ec0nomic regime is the 
reason why whether or not H-S was the 
highest tariff is irrelevant. This point is best 
made by hypothetical examples: To protect 
the domestic widget industry by barring, for
elcn widgets, set the tariff at a level to keep 
them out. U the tariff is already high 
enough to keep them out, doubling the 
tariff doesn't matter. Simllarly, if forelcn 

widgets are beginning to creep in, and the 
tariff is raised to restore effective protec
tion, that matters very little. Conversely, if 
domestic industry has such competitive ad
vantage that tariffs can· be safely cut with
out fear of a foreign influx, that doesn't 
matter either. Further, a zero individual 
tariff rate in a general protective regime can 
mean either no significant demand for the 
commodity or that domestic industry is pro
tected by its own overwhelming competence. 
To make the point with a reducto ad absur
dum: no economic effects, positive or nega
tive, will be felt by doubling the tariff on 
cotton from Greenland, or halving it, or re
ducing it to zero. 

In fact, the Hawley-Smoot tariff was but a 
minor modification of an existing well-es
tablished high-tariff regime going back to 
the Civil War. 

The Second Highest Tariff? 
Whenever we are told that some action or 

event had beneficial or adverse conse
quences, we are wise to ask what was the 
previous policy and what were its conse
quences. And when we hear that something 
was/is/will be the highest/largest/best/ 
worst, we do well to reply with a request for 
identification of the second highest . . . The 
Tariff of 1930 did not spring virginally from 
the brows of Mssrs. Hawley and Smoot. It 
was a revision of the Tariff of 1922 <the 
Fordney-McCumber Tariff), which was 
itself a revision of previous tariffs. Reading 
the two tariffs side-by-side <which this 
writer has done but does not recommend
they are excrusiatingly dull reading) shows 
that they are almost identical in wording
and in numbers. H-S was the result of what 
legislators call "mark-up"; the solons took 
the 1922 F-M tariff and marked it up as 
needed to address the perceived economic 
and political requirements of the 71st Con
gress. 

According to Tariff Commission analyses 
presented in President Hoover's announce
ment of his signing of the H-S tariff act, 
some 3300 commodities were specified in the 
bill, of which duties approximately on 2170 
were unchanged from the 1922 tariff, 890 
were raised, and 235 were lowered.<7> Most 
of the changes were modest-say, from 20% 
to 25% ad valorum. Apart from agricultural 
goods, the overall change was not impres
sive. 

TABLE 2.-COMPARISON OF THE TARIFFS OF 1922 AND 
1930 

F-M H-S 

According to Tariff Commission data pre
sented by the tariff historian Frank Taus
sig: 

Table 3.-Comparison of Tariff Schedules 
in 1922 and 1930-not supplied. 

Apart from agricultural products, the 
Tariff of 1930 does not look very different 
from that of 1922. 

Yet those data seem to be contradicted by 
the following set, which indicates a 50% in
crease in overall tariff rates. 

TABLE 4.-ACTUAL DUTIES UNDER 1922 AND 1930 
TARIFFS 

1923 ................................................................ . 
1924 ............................................................... .. 
1925 ............................................................... .. 
1926 ................................................................ . 
1927 ............................................................... .. 
1928 ................................................................ . 
1929 ............................................................... .. 
1930 ............................................................... .. 
1931 ............................................................... .. 
1932 ............................................................... .. 

36.17 
36.53 
37.61 
39.34 
38.76 
38.76 
40.10 
44.71 
53.21 
59.03 

15.18 
14.89 
13.21 
13.39 
13.81 
13.30 
13.48 
14.83 
17.75 
19.59 

This apparent inconsistency is resolved by 
consideration of the relationship between 
the commodity distribution of imports and 
the structure of the tariffs with the eco
nomic catastrophe that swept the world in 
the early '30s. Two-thirds of imports in the 
'20s and early '30s were free of duty. But, as 
shall be demonstrated later, the price of 
these collapsed, and the value of free im
ports declined precipitously. At the same 
time, many tariff rates were specific values 
per unit <e.g., 1.7125 c/lb of sugar> rather 
than percent of value ("ad valorum">; be
cause prices declined sharply in the early 
'30's the fixed tariffs per unit became a 
larger percentage of the value of the im
ports. 

Still, although the exact proportion 
cannot be estimated from the materials at 
hand, some significant part of the increase 
of overall duty rate must be attributed to 
the 1930 tariff revisions. But it is more im
portant to note that in 1930 the U.S. al
re~y had sky-high tariff walls, and the sup
posedly decisive effects of raising them still 
higher must be considered incredible by any 
open-minded analysis. According to Profes
sor Taussig, the guru of free-trade econom
ics: 

"Regarded as a whole, the act of 1930 
must be characterized as futile. The new 
duties on manufactured goods were mostly 
of a petty sort; most noticeably so in such 
schedules as the cotton, silk, chinaware 
schedules. This or that article was more 
heavily taxed, and doubtless some domestic 
producers got an advantage. On the impor
tant branches of these industries the protec
tive system had already been carried so far 
that no considerable further displacement 
of imports could be expected." 

Taussig was a leader of an agitation which 
plays a major role in the H-S mythology. In 
May of 1930, a statement signed by 1,028 
members of the American Economic Asso
ciation <among them Paul Douglas, Irving 
Fisher, Wesley Mitchell, Frank Tannen
baum, Taussig, and Rexford Tugwell) vigor
ously opposed the passage of H-S, using the 
conventional free-trade arguments that it 
would raise prices to consumers and would 
hurt exports. 

The economists predicted that higher tar
iffs would "raise the cost of living and 
injure the great majority of our citizens." 
Of course, the cost of living declined by 22% 
in the following three years, and reflation 
was one of the goals of the New Deal politi
cal economy. 

Further, the worthy economists noted 
with approval that "The report of the Presi
dent's Committee on Recent Economic 
Changes has shown that industrial efficien
cy has increased, that costs have fallen, that 
profit.a have grown with amazing rapidity 
since the end of the World War." This 
would seem to be an endorsement of the 
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regime of the Ford-McCumber Tariff, which 
as has been noted, was rather less than free 
trade. 

Worth remarking is the wonderful eco
nomic performance of the U.S. during the 
period when the Tariff of 1922 was in effect: 

TABLE 5.-GROWTH RATES UNDER THE FORD-MC CUMBER 
TARIFF 

[In peicent] 

Real GNP/ 
capita 

1922-23................................................................... 10.2 
1923-24................................................................... -2.2 
1924-25................................................................... 6.8 
192S-26................................................................... 4.5 
1926-27................................................................... -1.5 
1927-28................................................................... -.1 
1928-29................................................................... 5.5 

Real = mcome/ 
capita 

11.6 
2.7 

-1.8 
3.6 
.5 
.2 

6.2 ------

leadership. Additional tariffs could do prac
tically nothing for the farmers, nor could 
relief of import duties-al.most alone among 
machinery, agricultural tools were undutied. 
President Hoover's requests that the Con
gress get a bill out promptly were dismissed 
with contempt. Final passage took a year 
after the draft bill from Ways and Means. 

In spite of all these fireworks, the result
ing law was substantially unchanged from 
the bill reported out of Ways & Means in 
the first place. The final version had more 
increases than decreases, raising the duty 
level slightly, but both increases and de
creases were mostly symbolic sops in the 
form of adjustments to rates on items that 
were hardly imported. 

and obtained protection that year. Early in 
1929, there began an agitation in Italy 
against American automobiles, supposedly 
organized by the Automobile Club of Milan. 
Of course, this was Mussolini's Italy, and no 
political activity was possible without the 
approval of the Fascist authorities, and the 
FIAT company was in trouble, and its 
owners the Agnellis were exceedingly well 
connected. In 1931, U.S. cars were banned 
from the Italian market altogether. That 
this was retaliation for H-S is brought into 
question by the continued succesP. of Italian 
imports in the Amerian market place-of 
the 12 leading Italian imports, seven showed 
substantial increases by volume, although 
H-S raised tariffs on six of the seven. 

Average of years.................................................. 3.3 

In the summer of 1929, the American 
economy faltered. In October the stock 
market crashed and the economy went into 
a nose dive. The Hawley-Smoot tariff went 
into effect in late June 1930. The national 
and world economies continued to slide 

3
·
3 until 1933 when they bottomed out and 

Yes, there were reprisals, and probably 
harmful ones. Yet it must be remarked that 
the U.S. did not initiate the "trade wars" 
and because of its tariff-insulated economy 
had less to gain or lose in trade wars than 
any other nation. And, as we shall see, the 
domestic effects of the international trade 
competition are devilishly difficult to 
detect. 

----------------- began to recover <either aided or retarded 
And if raising tariff rates should have ill 

economic effects, the imposition of Ford
McCumber Tariff of 1922 should have had 
disastrous consequences. It boosted about 
five of every six duties with an average in
crease of about a quarter, somewhat more 
than the raises of H-S. Similarly, one can 
search American history in vain for other 
awful results of substantial tariff increases. 
The only glaring relationship between tariff 
reform and economic conditions can be seen 
in the 19th century. In 1857, tariffs were re
duced, and a crash occurred that year. In 
1872, tariffs were cut more than 10%-and 
the Panic of 1873 followed. 

The Origins of the Tariff of 1930. 
The common popular version of the H-S 

myth implies that the tariff in some way 
was an incohate attempt to deal with the 
economic decline already apparent in 1930. 
Appropriately, let us let Congressman 
Hawley tell us the background: 

"During the campaign of 1928, the Repub
lican Party proposed to the country that a 
readjustment of the tariff would be effect
ed, and special reference was made to a re
adjustment of the tariff as a part of the pro
gram of relief for agriculture. The country 
responded by the election of President 
Hoover with a tremendous vote and by a 
greatly increased Republican membership 
in this body. Construing the result of the 
election as an authorization and direction to 
this Congress to readjust the tariff duties, 
upon its assembly in December, 1928, it was 
decided to begin promptly this work." 

Historians of all stripes endorse this state
ment. In the 1920s, the weak sector of the 
American economy was agriculture, a much 
larger and politically puissant sector than 
today. Fann prices were down, and agricul
tural exports were shrinking-and the Re
publicans promised relief. In early 1929, the 
House Ways and Means Committee held its 
hearings, boosted many agricultural tariffs 
and also made some adjustments to duties 
on manufactured goods and reported out in 
May of 1929. The Senate then took up the 
bill. Its deliberations and the arbitration of 
the versions of the two houses were delayed 
by agitation of farm interests for even more 
positive action. The Republican majority 
felt it had to oblige in order to head off 
more drastic steps prompted by farm-belt 
radicals, such as export subsidies. The legis
lative record stinks of cyni,cism and lack of 

by the national economic policies, depend
ing on whether you are a defender or a 
critic of the New Deal.> In the mid-1930s, a 
series of reciprocal trade agreements to roll 
back tariffs to Ford-McCumber levels were 
negotiated by Mr. Roosevelt's Secretary of 
State, Cordell Hull, <who not incidentally 
had been a minority member of Hawley's 
Ways and Means Committee, and had 
sniped at its proceedings.) 

Obviously, the chronology is a poor fit to 
making much of the tariff in causing or re
sponding to the Depression. The numbers 
are a worse fit. If the new levies were per
ceived as a significant barrier to trade, there 
should have been a spurt of imports in 1929 
and early 1930 to beat the customsmen. No 
such spurt occured. Not only did the tariff 
not increase duties very much, but they did 
not affect trade very much. 

The Hawley-Smoot Tariff Provoked Re
prisals? 

Indeed it did. The following several years 
saw the raising of tariff barriers around the 
world. Our premier trading partner, 
Canada, responded immediately and effec
tively. England abandoned its remnants of 
free trade. A particularly opposite response 
was by Switzerland, which replied to higher 
duties on watch movements by laying a pro
hibitive duty on U.S. typewriters to protect 
the infant Hermes company in order to re
employ laid-off watchmakers-and by the 
way, taking advantage of the fact that type
writers were on the U.S. free list. 

But a concentration on reprisals distorts 
the history of the international political 
economy circa 1930. In fact, tariff barriers 
were being raised long before the U.S. 
action. In 1927, France and CUba raised tar
iffs against the United States. In June of 
1929, Brazil raised its duty on imported cars. 
In the late 1920s, the situation in Europe 
was so severe that in February, 1930, repre
sentatives of 11 nations met in Geneva and 

The Collapse of Trade? 
Until very recently, the United States was 

not much of a trading nation. It had a na
tional economy. By policy it had a national 
economy. Imports and exports were only 4-
5% of gross national product in 1928 and at 
about that level throughout the decade. 

U.S. international trade did drop like the 
proverbial stone in the early 1930s, but that 
should not surprise us. There was a sharp 
deflation-25% from 1929 to 1933-so al.most 
everything dropped . in price. Furthermore, 
there was a world-wide depression, less was 
being produced and consumed, so it would 
be astounding if imports and exports main
tained their prosperity levels. And the de
cline of sales permitted companies to 
stretch out pre-crash inventories of import
ed goods. So we should disregard as specious 
comments such as, "U.S. imports, $5.9 bil
lion in 1929, fell to 4.4 billion, $3.1 billion 
and $2. l billion in the next three years." 

A better measure of the level of trade is 
imports and exports as percentages of gross 
national product and of moveable produc
tion: 

TABLE 6.-TRADE AND PRODUCTION 

lqiorts : percent 

Produc
tion of 

GNP mowable 

1927..................................................... 4.3 
1928..................................................... 4.2 
1929..................................................... 4.2 
1930..................................................... 3.4 
1931..................................................... 2.7 
1932..................................................... 2.3 
1933..................................................... 2.6 

1 Not given in source. 

goods 

8.7 
(1) 
8.2 
(1) 
6.4 
(1) 
5.7 

ExpMs : percent 

Produc
tion of 

GNP mowable 

5.1 
5.2 
5.0 
4.2 
3.2 
2.8 
3.0 

goods 

9.9 
(1) 
9.6 

~~ 
(1) 
3.0 

signed a tariff freeze-which was as ineffec- But notice that these indicators, which 
tive as the arms control agreements of the correct for the decline in price and in over
period-France, having agreed to free7.e tar- all economic activity, still reveal a consider
iffs, ingeniously resorted to import quotas. able residue of real decline in trade. That is, 

Of course, all the nations were responding , a real decline in dollar value of trade. The 
to their internal needs. Italy nicely illus- universe of financiers and economists is 
trates how domestic influences were more limned in dollars. To the rest of us, the 
vital to trade policy than were international object of economic activity is commodities. 
events. Two high-tech products of the 1920s Recall the great volume of U.S. trade in un
were radios and automobiles. The Marelli manufactured goods, most of which were 
company began to produce radios in 1930 duty free, and consider these data: 
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TABLE 7.-SELECTED IMPORTS & EXPORTS, BEFORE AND AITTR H-S 

July 14, 1987 

Crude materials index Crude foods index Coffee (milions) Sugar (millions) ROOber (millions) 

Quantity Amount Quantity Amount Pounds Pounds 

1928 .................................................................................................................................................... . 
1932 .................................................................................................................................................... . 

54 
37 

$75 
26 

EXPORTS 

64 
59 

Crude materials index Crude foods index 

$43 
20 

IMPORTS 

1,457 
1,501 

Qitton (millions) 

$310 
137 

7,737 
5,943 

$207 
97 

Tobacco ( milflOllS) 

978 
929 

Wheat (millions) 

$245 
33 

Quantity Amount Quantity Amount Pounds Amount Pounds Amount Pounds Amount 

1928 .................................................................................................................................................... . 62 
57 

$63 
27 

14 
8 

$82 
42 1932 .................................................................................................................................................... . 

Note the extraordinary disparity between 
the changes in the quantities and the values 
of the traded commodities. "Crude foods" 
and sugar were hit with substantially higher 
tariffs by H-5; import quantities declined as 
was intended, but only a fraction of the 
drop in values. Coffee and rubber imports 
had no duty, and their value also plummet
ted. The exports show a similar pattern. 
Note that the U.S. actually exported more 
cotton in the trough of the Depression. In 
other words, a substantial chunk of the con
traction of world trade was a collapse of 
world commodity prices-a plunge so severe 
as to drown any U.S. tariff effects in its 
wake. 

Recalling the decline in overall prices, and 
the expected decline in trade caused by de
clining production, leaves little to be blamed 
on tariff policy. 

THE MYTH OF HAWLEY-SMOOT 

Now, those people who hold free trade 
theory as ideological dogma must view any 
interference with trade, however trivial, as a 
mortal economic sin. But those who see eco
nomics as an empirical science must recog
nize that small additional trade restrictions 
most likely must have minor adverse eco
nomic consequences. A higher tariff, like 
any higher tax, is only one reason why a 
good shall cost more. Although this writer 
has not examined the possibility, it is quite 
within the realm of reason that the moder
ately higher H-S tariffs merely compensat
ed for lower shipping costs during the 1920s. 
Simply, foreign trade was not all that im
portant to the United States in 1929: 

TABLE 8.-COMMERCE AND C'.ATACLYSM 
[In billions of current dolla!s] 

Exports I~ GNP 

1929............................................................. 5.0 4.1 103.l 
1932 ............................................................. __ l.6 ___ 1.3 __ 58_.o 

Qlange............................................ -3.4 -2.8 -45.l 

Any ID-effects caused by the tariff revi
sions were swallowed up in an economic 
cataclysm. 

Conversely, further isolating the powerful 
U.S. economy from the distress of weaker 
sisters may have somewhat mitigated the 
American consequences of world disaster
but again. the Hawley-Bmoot readjustments 
were too minor to have mattered. 

Certainly, the argument over proper and 
prudent policy toward International com
merce should and will continue, but the 
myth of Hawley-&noot should be Interred 
In the graveyard of rhetorical curiosities. 
But certainly, some polemeclsts will contin-

ue to frighten the unwary with the Smoot
Hawley bogeyman. 

REV. J. WENDELL MAPSON CELE
BRATES 40TH ANNIVERSARY 
AS PASTOR OF MOUNT CALVA
RY BAPTIST CHURCH 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 

I rise today to salute Rev. J. Wendell 
Mapson, minister of the Mount Calva
ry Baptist Church in Newark. Rever
end Mapson is considered one of New 
Jersey's great spiritual leaders and a 
vital part of the Newark community. 

Born in Bullock County, AL and or
dained in the Hutchinson Street Bap
tist Church in Montgomery, AL in 
1933, Reverend Mapson has received a 
doctor of divinity degree from Selma 
University. Reverend Mapson came to 
New Jersey in 1947, after serving as 
minister of churches in Alabama, 
Georgia, ~d Florida. 

But as many of his parishoners 
know, Reverend Mapson's ministry 
has reached far beyond his duties at 
Mount Calvary. Since coming to New 
Jersey he has been a leader in numer
ous religious and civic activities in the 
greater Newark area. He has an im
pressive list of accomplishments, in
cluding serving as president of the 
Baptist Ministers' Conference of 
Newark and Vicinity, chairman of the 
New Jersey State Parole Board, and 
president of the board of directors of 
Mount Calvary Homes. Reverend 
Mapson has served as chaplain of the 
Essex County Jail, a trustee of the 
Newark Public Library, and he is a life 
member of the NAACP. Under his 
leadership, two housing complexes 
were built to provide much-needed 
residences for the citizens of Newark. 

Reverend Mapson has received many 
awards and acknowledgments for his 
many contributions to the community. 
He has been named Most Outstanding 
Citizen of Newark, Most Outstanding 
Trustee of the Newark Public Library, 
Most Outstanding Pastor and Preach
er of Newark, and Most Valuable 
Member of the Clinton Hill Neighbor
hood Council. Reverend Mapson was 
also honored by the Governor of Ala-
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barn.a, George Wallace, as an outstand
ing minister and citizen. 

This year, the Mount Calvary Bap
tist Church in Newark is celebrating 
the 40th anniversary of Reverend 
Mapson's pastorate with a special 
series of services, culminating with an 
anniversary banquet on July 17. I am 
most honored to be invited to join 
Reverend Mapson's family and friends 
in this special celebration of his long
standing leadership of the greater 
Newark community. 

NOMINATION OF JUDGE LARRY 
J. McKINNEY 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the 
nomination of Larry J. McKinney to 
be U.S. district judge for the southern 
district of Indiana has been approved 
by the Judiciary Committee and is 
now on the Executive Calendar. This 
nominee was examined at a hearing of 
the Judiciary Committee on June 18, 
1987, at which Senator HEFLIN presid
ed. Based on the investigation con
ducted by committee staff, and on the 
record made at the hearing, Judge 
McKinney appears qualified for the 
position to which he has been nomi
nated. For the benefit of Senators who 
will soon vote on whether to confirm 
this nomination, I off er the following 
brief summary of the nominee's quali
fications, and of the testimony elicited 
at the hearing and in followup ques
tions. 

The nominee has served since 1979 
as a judge of the State circuit court in 
Johnson County, IN. This is a trial 
court of general jurisdiction. His par
ticular court sits in a rural county, but 
because of its proximity to Indianapo
lis, and the liberal State rules on 
change of venue, an unusual amount 
of relatively complex litigation has 
been brought before it. Judge McKin
ney's reputation among the members 
of the bar in that part of Indiana may 
be reflected in the fact that commonly 
both sides in complex litigation agree 
to change venue in their cases to his 
court. Before ascending the bench, 
Judge McKinney conducted a law 
practice for 8 years in two small towns 
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in Indiana, and served for a year as a 
deputy attorney general in Indianapo
lis. Judge McKinney, 43, is a graduate 
of McMurray College and of the Indi
ana University School of Law. 

At the hearing on June 18, and in re
sponse to followup questions I submit
ted after the hearing, Judge McKin
ney responded satisfactorily to ques
tions concerning the transition from 
State to Federal court; the adjudica
tion of mass tort claims; his practices 
in sentencing convicted defendants, 
and the role of sentencing guidelines; 
and the role of a judge in facilitating 
settlements, particularly in complex 
cases. On July 9, the Judiciary Com
mittee reported his nomination by 
unanimous consent. 

AMEP..ICANS HELD IN MOZAM
BIQUE MUST BE RELEASED 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, like all 

Americans, I am deeply concerned 
about the fate of an American citizen, 
and six others, being held-reportedly 
against their will-in Mozambique. 

I do not want to get involved in the 
process now underway of making 
charges, and casting aspersions upon 
the intentions or the integrity of 
anyone-whether in Mozambique or in 
this country. Now is not the time for 
politics, political exploitation, or 
public relations. 

Right now, the immediate task is 
getting the American, and the others 
being detained, released-safely re
leased. That is a totally nonpolitical 
goal. It has nothing to do with overall 
American policy in Mozambique. It 
has nothing to do with Melissa Wells. 
Accomplishing the release has abso
lutely no political overtones-again, 
either in Mozambique or here. 

LETrERS TO FRELDIO AND RENAMO 

So I have written very similar letters 
to the President of Mozambique and 
the President of RENAMO, urging 
that both agree to some basic, obvious 
criteria to effect a release. 

To RENAMO, I have insisted that 
the release be totally unconditional. 
under a ceasefire, and as soon as safe 
conditions for the release can be ar
ranged. 

To Frelimo, I have urged that it 
agree to a temporary ceasefire, in the 
area where and the time when the re
lease is to be accomplished, so it can 
proceed safely. 

To both, I have suggested use of the 
Red Cross, or other reputable, nonpo
litical international organization. 

I have asked each side to reply-and 
that could either be to me, and I 
would turn the replies over to the ad
ministration; or directly to the admin
istration. I await the replies from 
each. 

B1111AlQTAIUAlf, PUBB AND SillPLS 

Mr. President, several weeks ago, I 
suggested that we treat the famine in 
Mor.a.mbique as a nonpalitical tragedy, 

and respond without regard for politi
cal considerations. I believed then, and 
I do now, that is a sound approach to 
that kind of calamity. 

This, on a more limited scale, is a 
similar situation. Innocent human 
lives are at stake. Let's put politics 
aside; and make the arrangements to 
insure the safety and freedom of those 
detained. Can't we all agree on that? 

Mr. President, I ask that the full 
texts of my two letters be included in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
OFFICE OF THE REPUBLICAN LEADER, 

Washington, DC, July 14, 1987. 
Mr. JOSE JOAQUIM ALBERTO CmSSANO, 
President of Mozambique, Presedencia da 

Republica de Mozambique, Maputo, AV. 
Julius Nyerere, 1780, Mozambique. 

DEAR MR. CmssANo: Like all Americans, I 
am deeply concerned by reports that a 
United States citizen, along with six others, 
is being detained inside Mozambique. It is 
imperative that any American, or any other 
person of any nationality, being held 
against their will in Mozambique be released 
immediately and without precondition. It is 
also imperative that all parties in Mozam
bique cooperate with efforts to insure that a 
release can be accomplished without endan
gering the lives or well-being of those de
tained. 

In order to insure the safety and humane 
treatment of those released, I call upon you 
to agree: < 1 > to a temporary ceasefire in the 
area in which a release could be effected, to 
insure that such a release could proceed 
without endangering the lives or well-being 
of the detainees; and <2> to cooperate with 
the Red Cross, or other reputable, non-po
litical international organization, in accom
plishing such a release. 

For your information, I have written to 
the RENAMO organization, urging that it 
agree to the immediate release of all detain
ees, under a ceasefire, without any precondi
tions except those legitimately necessary to 
insure the safety of the detainees. 

I would appreciate your earliest reply, 
providing assurances that you will cooperate 
to effect a release, in accord with the crite
ria outlined above. 

Sincerely yours, 
BOB DOLE. 

U.S. SENATE, 
OFFICE OP THE REPUBLICAN LEADER, 

Washington, DC, July 14, 1987. 
Mr. AroNSO DHLAKAMA, 
President of RENAMO, 
Gorongosa, Mozambique. 

DEAR MR. DHLAKAMA: Like all Americans, I 
am deeply concerned by reports that a 
United States citizen, along with six others, 
is being detained inside Mozambique by 
RENAMO or those associated with 
RENAMO. It is imperative that any Ameri
can, or any other person of any nationality, 
being held against their will by RENAMO 
of those associated with RENAMO be re
leased immediately and without precondi
tion, under arrangements to insure the re
lease can be effected without Jeopardizing 
the lives or well-being of those held. 

In order to insure the safety and humane 
treatment of those released, the release 
should be conducted under a ceasefire in 
the area of the release, and through a repu-

table, non-political international organiza
tiona, such as the Red Cross. 

For your information, I have written to 
the Embassy of Mozambique in Washing
ton, urging that it agree: < 1 > to cooperate in 
a temporary ceasefire in the area in which 
the release is to be effected, to insure that it 
can proceed safely; and <2> to facilitate the 
efforts of the Red Cross or other selected 
international organization to effect the re
lease. 

I would appreciate your earliest reply, 
providing assurances that RENAMO will co
operate to effect a release, in accord with 
the criteria outlined above. 

Sincerely yours, 
BoB DOLi:. 

THE GUNS OF GLASNOST 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the 

major news media of the United States 
and other Western countries have 
been pounding away at the people of 
the free world with a constant repeti
tion of the Russian word "glasnost" in 
conjunction with vague allusions to 
new "openness" in the Soviet dictator
ship. 

We have seen similar Russian peace 
offensives in the past-with similar aid 
and comfort from the Western press. 
Usually these activities precede an 
event like the invasion of Afghanistan 
or the conclusion of an arms treaty in 
favor of-and I should add, violated 
by-the Soviet military. 

One of the few journalists to recog
nize that glasnost is just a new name 
for the same old falsehoods is Edgar 
Ulsamer of Air Force magazine. 

I commend to the Senate his article 
entitled "The Guns of Glasnost" 
which appeared in the June 1987 issue 
of that periodical, and I ask unani
mous consent that the article be print
ed in full at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

I hope that this article will be read 
by all Senators as well as by their 
staffs. It is instructive and-for Ameri
cans who love their homeland-com
pelling. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE GUNS OP GLASNOST 
<By Edgar Ulsamer> 

The central conclusion of the Just-re
leased 1987 edition of Soviet Military 
Power-the US government's comprehen
sive annual assessment of the USSR's de· 
fense activities-is that Soviet leader Mik
hail Gorbachev's "peace offensive" over the 
past two years is controverted by the 
USSR's accelerating one-sided arms race. 
Glasnost notwithstanding, Soviet arms 
spending in 1986 grew more rapidly than In 
prior years and, in the aggregate, acceler
ated at an annual rate of three percent over 
the past few years, even though US defense 
spending declined by about seven percent 
over the past two years. Possibly the single 
most telling statistic unearthed by the new 
US assessment is that the USSR devotes be
tween fifteen and seventeen percent of its 
GNP (gross national product> to defense 
compared to about six percent tor the US. 
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Soviet Military Power 1987 enumerates a 

host of fact.s about the Soviet arms buildup, 
including evidence of operational laser de
vices that have been used to temporarily 
blind aircrews from countries that the Pen
tagon declined to identify as well as of new 
hard-target-kill-capable SLBMs and new 
generations of advanced ICBMs. Defense 
Secretary Caspar W. Weinberger, in the doc
ument's preface, proVtdes a quick numerical 
overview to make the point that in the arms 
sector the Soviet Union continues to live up 
to the Leninist dictum that quantity has a 
quality all its own: "For the decade 1977-86, 
the USSR built 3,000 ICBMs and SLBMs, 
the US 850; the USSR 140,000 surface-to-air 
missiles, the US 16,200; the USSR 24,400 
tanks, the US 7,100; the USSR ninety sub
marines, the US forty-three; the USSR 
28,200 artillery pieces, the US 2, 750." 

In the past, the West has been able to rely 
on superior technology to counteract the 
Soviet advantage in numbers of troops and 
weapons, but of late "our technological lead 
is being increasingly challenged." Secretary 
Weinberger explained that each year, "we 
confront a more technologically advanced 
Soviet Union," partly as a result of pur
loined Western technology but due also to 
that country's steadily growing and matur
ing technological and scientific base. 

NO SYSTEIUC CHANGES IN SOVIET SYSTEM 

Neither the new US document nor the 
series of briefings involving Secretary Wein
berger and other senior experts associated 
with its issuance recorded evidence of fun
damental change in Soviet military policy or 
geopolitical objectives. While the "winds of 
change" are indeed blowing in the USSR, 
they involve changes in form, not substance, 
as one senior official pointed out. Further
more, these changes implemented by Gorba
chev clearly carry with them the cachet of 
the Soviet military, for they enhance the 
productivity of the Soviet Union and there
by the industrial and technological infra
structure of the defense sector. Gorbachev's 
commitment to revitalizing the country's 
economic base-the locomotive of future 
military modernization-has been evident 
ever since he became General Secretary. 

Over the past two years, he has scored im
pressive gains: The Soviet GNP last year 
grew by more than four percent, with indus
try-the focus of Gorbachev's moderniza
tion efforts-recording its best growth in a 
decade. But as a joint CIA-DIA assessment 
pointed out, whether that growth rate can 
be maintained for long is problematic for, 
massive rhetoric notwithstanding, none of 
Gorbachev's reform measures will "greatly 
change the system of economic incentives 
that has discouraged management innova
tion and technological change." At any rate, 
the winds of change affect not only the 
work ethic and discipline of Soviet labor but 
tangibly provide for enhanced quality con
trol. 

Possibly most significant is the relatively 
rapid replacement of aging machinery and 
facilities with equipment embodying a 
higher level of technology to meet what 
Soviet planners refer to as "world stand
arcls." In combination, these reforms are 
meant to upgrade the country's technologi
cal base to put the Soviet Union on a 
higher, self-sustaining growth level. Gorba
chev's goal is to sustain an annual GNP 
growth rate of four percent for the remain
der of the current Five-Year-Plan-which 
ends in 1990-and to seek a five percent av
erage annual growth rate during the 1991-
2000 period 

But the economic reforms launched by 
the new Soviet regime stand in stark con
trast with its rigid adherence to the global 
power politics decreed by Marxist-Leninist 
ideology. As Secretary Weinberger put it in 
summarizing the conclusions of the new 
document, "The Soviets do not change mili
tary policy. They can have different kinds 
of General Secretaries, younger ones, 
healthier ones, better dressed ones, but the 
policy remains the same. . . . If a General 
Secretary came in and tried to change that 
policy, I don't believe he would be General 
Secretary very long." 

THE AFGHAN SCAM 

While Soviet ideology and the resultant 
military policy are treated as sacrosanct 
dogma by the Kremlin, the portrayal of 
these commandments to the outside world 
can shift freely and cynically, the US docu
ment points out. The charade of a gradual 
withdrawal of Soviet forces from Afghani
stan is a case in point cited by Soviet Mili
tary Power. Following General Secretary 
Gorbachev's televised announcement in 
Vladivostok last summer that he intended 
to withdraw a "limited number" of Soviet 
forces from Afghanistan, beginning with 
the pullout of six regiments by the end of 
1986, the Soviets employed massive and in
genious deception to "document" realization 
of this hollow pledge. For one, "the Soviets 
brought in two infantry units from Central 
Asia expressly for the purpose of being able 
to remove them." 

The Soviets also beefed up understrength 
units already earmarked for rotation with 
reinforcements and new equipment from 
the USSR or from other units stationed in 
Afghanistan to showcase their withdrawal. 
After the PR hype, the US document point
ed out, most of the equipment and rein
forcements were reassigned to units that 
remain in Afghanistan. Lastly, about half of 
the units withdrawn as part of this media 
circus involved air defense forces. Since the 
mujahedeen <the Afghan resistance fight
ers> have no air force, the US report points 
out, "the three antiair regiments scheduled 
to be pulled out were of marginal value to 
the Soviet military effort." 

BROAD ARRAY OF NEW WEAPONS 

In hardware terms, the new US intelli
gence document stresses that the USSR is 
building new generations of offensive strate
gic and theater nuclear forces as well as 
modem conventional land, sea, and air 
forces and strategic defense forces, going 
"far beyond legitimate requirements for de
fense." Among the most noteworthy devel
opments last year cited by Soviet Military 
Power were the following: 

The USSR's newest class of strategic bal
listic missile submarine <SSBN>, the Delta 
IV, is entering operational service carrying 
sixteen SS-N-23 SLBMs. This SLBM, the 
newest weapon of its type, carries ten war
heads. This extremely accurate weapon, US 
intelligence experts find, will have hard
target kill capability when operated in con
cert with Glonass, the Soviet equivalent to 
the US Navstar global positioning system 
COPS>. 

The USSR's first fifth-generation ICBM, 
the road-mobile SS-25, now numbers more 
than 100 launchers, with additional deploy
ments of this Minuteman-size weapon pend
ing. At the same time, an extensive network 
of rail support facilities continues to take 
shape in preparation for the deployment of 
the rail-mobile MX-size SS-X-24 later this 
year. Some of these new missiles that carry 
ten warheads will also be deployed in silos. 

The hardness levels of Soviet ICBM silos 
have been increased to about four times 
that of the best operational US designs, or 
about 12,000 psi <pounds of overpressure per 
square inch>. The SS-25 and S-X-24 are 
members of the so-called "fifth generation" 
of Soviet ICBMs. The bulk of all currently 
deployed Soviet ICBMs represents the 
fourth generation, consisting of the SS-17s, 
SS-18s, and SS-19s that were first fielded 
eight years ago. 

By way of a benchmark, the U.S. intelli
gence assessment points out that the 308 
SS-18 Mod 4 ICBMs, by themselves, are ca
pable of destroying between sixty-five per
cent and eighty percent of all US ICBM 
silos, while retaining more than l,000 SS-18 
warheads for restrike. In the same vein, the 
lead in deployed MIRVs that results from 
the relentless modernization of the Soviet 
ICBM forces is widening dramatically. Over 
the past ten years, the number of MIRVs 
carried by the Soviet ICBM force shot up 
from about 1,200 warheads to about 6,500 
while the US MIRV level remained constant 
at about 2,200 ICBM warheads. Overall, the 
operational Soviet ICBM force consists of 
more than 1,400 silo-based and mobile 
launchers, which, of and by itself, consti
tutes a breach of the SALT II agreement 
that the Soviets-unlike the US-claim to 
consider binding. 

In addition to the fourth- and fifth-gen
eration ICBMs, the Soviets have started 
flight-testing a follow-on to the SS-18 Mod 
4, bearing the NATO code name Satan. This 
ICBM will probably have more throw
weight, carry at least ten warheads, and 
have better accuracy than its predecessor. 
These attributes suggest unsurpassed effec
tiveness as a prompt hard-target killer. 
There is evidence also, according to the 
latest edition of Soviet Military Power, of 
plans for follow-on systems to both the SS-
25 and SS-X-24. 

Not satisfied with an already burgeoning 
arsenal of SS-20 long-range theater weap
ons-at least 441 of which are known to 
have been fielded-the USSR is "vigorously 
pursuing test-firings" of a still more accu
rate intermediate-range ballistic missile that 
is likely to become operational this year. At 
the same time, deployment of a new genera
tion of shorter-range theater ballistic mis
siles, the SS-21 and SS-23, continues. 

In terms of air-breathing strategic weap
ons, strategic aviation is "making a strong 
comback in the Soviet Union," according to 
the new US threat assessment. At least 
seven Blackjacks, a larger and faster Soviet 
counterpart to the B-lB, are in advanced 
flight test. At least fifty-five new Bear-H 
bombers are operational and can carry the 
3,000-kllometer-range, nuclear-armed As-15 
air-launched cruise missiles. Some of these 
Bears, Soviet Military Power points out, 
routinely fly training missions against 
North America, at times coming within fifty 
miles of US airspace. The combination of 
Bear-H and Blackjack bombers will eventu
ally enable the Soviets to launch hundreds 
of difficult-to-detect, hard-target-kill-capa
ble As-15 cruise missiles. 

Along with the operational deployment of 
air-launched cruise missiles, the USSR is 
flight-testing SSC-X-4 nuclear-capable, 
ground-launched cruise missiles as well as 
nuclear-capable SS-NX-21 sea-launched 
cruise missiles for submarines. 

Operational deployment of a sophisticated 
new generation of mobile surface-to-air mis
siles, the SA-12, has started. One variant, 
the "Gladiator," or "A" model, is being 
fielded, while the SA-X-12B/Giant is still 
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under development. The latter type, the US 
Intelligence assessment reports, is deemed 
broadly effective not only against aircraft 
and cruise missiles at any altitude but also 
against tactical ballistic missiles as well as 
some categories of strategic ballistic mis
siles. The advent of the SS-12-and its pos
sible deployment by Soviet surrogate 
forces-could drastically affect the utility of 
the US SR-71, which heretofore has been 
largely beyond the reach of hostile surface
to-air weapons. 

UPGRADED STRATEGIC DEFENSES 

During the past decade, the Soviets allo
cated resources equivalent to approximately 
$400 billion to strategic programs, of which 
about half went to defensive weapons. AB a 
result, the Soviets continue to lead the US 
In deployed strategic defensive systems by a 
wide margin, Soviet Military Power reports. 
Key here is the fully operational ABM 
system ringing Moscow. This system is being 
expanded to a two-layer network composed 
of silo-based, long-range, modified and re
loadable Galosh Interceptors; silo-based, 
probably nuclear-armed Gazelle high-accel
eration Interceptors that engage reentry ve
hicles within the atmosphere; and associat
ed engagement radar systems, Including the 
new Pill Box large, phased-array radar at 
Pushkino north of Moscow. This modern
ized two-tiered system is expected to reach 
operational status within two or three 
years. 

Pacing the ABM defenses is a space-based 
early warning system resembling the US 
DSP <Defense Support Program) system, 
but consisting of ten <rather than three> 
satellites. The Soviet early warning system 
provides thirty minutes' tactical warning 
and can determine the general origin of a 
given missile. Additionally, two over-the-ho
rizon radars that are directed at US ICBM 
fields also can give about thirty minutes' 
warning. The next layer of the Soviet detec
tion and tracking network consists of eleven 
large Hen House ballistic missile early warn
ing radars situated on the periphery of the 
USSR. These sensors corroborate the warn
ing information from the satellite and OTB 
radar systems, determine the size of the 
attack, and provide target-tracking data in 
support of antiballistic missile forces. 

Backing up these capabilities by providing 
ballistic warning and tracking are nine 
LP ARs <large phased-array radars>. Includ
ing one at Krasnoyarsk-which, because of 
its inland location, violates the ABM 
treaty-and three that were completed last 
year. These systems and the demonstrated 
capability of the SA-10 and SA-X-12B/ 
Giant air defense systems to perform ABM 
functions, the US report charges, create an 
infrastructure that permits the relatively 
rapid deployment of a nationwide ABM 
system. 

The Soviet Union also maintains a multi
faceted operational strategic air defense 
system that dwarfs that of the US as well as 
a wide-ranging research and devlopment 
program In both traditional and advanced 
defenses. The operational Soviet ASAT 
system, which plays a significant strategic 
role, consists of fifteen Interceptors that can 
be launched at a rate of five a day. More
over, the Soviets' passive defense program 
Includes deeply buried shelters-some 800 
feet below the surface and protected by 
solid rock-to protect key elements of the 
Soviet leadership. 

The strategic defensive forces are de
signed to complement the effectiveness and 
credibility of the strategic offensive forces 
1n two ways. One is to Intercept and destroy 

whatever hostile strategic weapons-be they 
missiles or aircraft-that might survive the 
preemptive strikes of the Soviet offensive 
forces before they can reach their targets 
on Soviet soil. The other key function as
signed to the defensive forces is protection 
of the Party, state, military, and industrial 
infrastructures along with key components 
of the labor force to permit the eventual re
covery of the USSR from a nuclear war 
ahead of any adversary. 

Conversely, the Job of Soviet offensive 
strategic forces 1n the case of nuclear attack 
is to destroy or neutralize as much of the 
enemy's strategic forces-regardless of 
basing mode-before they can be launched. 
Another mission of the offensive forces is to 
destroy or disrupt the enemy's command 
control and communications apparatus. The 
tools for achieving these tasks are more 
than 10,000 deployed missile warheads and 
bombs carried by ICBMs, SLBMs, and 
bombers with Intercontinental range. The 
most troublesome recent development In 
the strategic offensive sector, a senior de
fense official pointed out, is the Soviet com
mitment to mobile ICBMs, because it is 
"very, very difficult to ... find those mobile 
targets Cthat1 operate as far as 100 miles 
out of garrison." 

SOVIET GAINS IN SPACE 

Support of terrestrial military operations 
continues to be a top Soviet priority, espe
cially in terms of C3 I, according to Soviet 
Military Power. The USSR operates the 
world's only military radar and electronic
intelligence ocean reconnaissance satellites. 
These sensors are eminently capable of de
tecting and tracking hostile naval forces. 
The Soviets launch satellites of this type 
routinely for tests during the Soviet and 
NATO naval exercises. 

Robust and versatile launch capabilities 
are a driving force behind the steady growth 
in Soviet military space operations. About 
every third day the Soviets orbit a military 
payload, using one of eight types of oper
ational spacelaunch vehicles. The pending 
deployment of the medium-lift Titan IIIC
class SL-C-16 and a heavy-lift launcher
comparable to the Apollo program's Saturn 
V and designated as SL-W-will increase 
Soviet space-launch capabilities even fur
ther. The SL-W booster, Soviet Military 
Power points out, will do double duty by 
serving as the launcher of the Soviet space 
shuttle orbiter as well as other heavy pay
loads weighing around 100,000 kilograms. 

The SL-X-16, capable of placing a pay
load of more than 15,000 kilograms into law 
earth orbit, will probably serve as the pri
mary launch vehicle for the Soviet space 
plane, which has been flight-tested by 
means of a subscale version. This small, 
manned spacecraft could be used for quick
reaction, real-time reconnaissance missions, 
satellite repair and maintenance, crew 
transport, space station defense, satellite in
spection, and, if necessary, space combat, ac
cording to the new US analysis. 

With the SlrX-16 and SlrW, the Soviets 
will have ten types of expendable launch ve
hicles, four of which support manned space
flight, and three different manned space ve
hicles; Soyuz-TM <an approved crew-ferry 
vehicle), the Shuttle <whose first launch 
could come tr..is year or in 1988>. and the 
space plane. The combination of these sys
tems will give the Soviets even greater ver
satility and redundancy to conduct and aug
ment military operations in space. 

Soviet interest in manned military space 
operations, the U.S. intelligence community 
believes, impels the USSR's large space-

complex program. This large, modular facil
ity-whose construction is expected to get 
under way within a few years-is to accom
modate as many as 100 cosmonauts. Experi
ments carried out aboard the much smaller 
Salyut space stations suggest that the Sovi
ets are evaluating the ability of military cos
monauts to locate, identify, and track tar
gets from space as the first step toward "de
signing a space weapons platform for use 
against targets in space and on earth." Such 
a platform, Soviet Military Power contends, 
could be used for ASAT and ballistic missile 
defense operations as well as space station 
defense. 

CONVENTIONAL FORCES KEEP GROWING 

Concurrent with the expansion of its stra
tegic nuclear forces, Moscow is stepping up 
modernization and expansion of its conven
tional warfare forces and capabilities. The 
Soviet ground forces, the new US report 
points out, have been boosted to 211 active 
and five inactive mobilization-base divisions. 
One of the most significant developments in 
ground-forces technology brought out by 
the new US report is Soviet emphasis on re
active armor technology that helps neutral
ize antiarmor weapons, a concept pioneered 
by the Israelis. The widespread application 
of this technology to new Soviet tanks as 
well as retrofitting it to existing equipment 
"threatens to shift fundamentally the con
ventional force balance," according to 
Soviet Military Power. The basic idea of re
active armor is to dissipate the force of in
coming antiarmor rounds by exploding reac
tive charges. 

In the air warfare arena, the new US as
sessment points out that the Soviet military 
aircraft industry is "in the midst of a tech
nological revolution." Most of the new mili
tary aircraft incorporate much more com
plex and sophisticated electronic subsys
tems than did their predecessors. There is 
evidence that the Soviets have made 
progress in developing aircraft with low-ob
servable radar signatures. At least one com
pletely new fighter is in development, and 
several variants of existing, relatively new 
fighters can be expected to enter production 
over the next several years. 

At the same time, a new airborne warning 
and control system <AWACS>. the Mainstay, 
is entering the operational inventory in 
quantity. Primarily meant to handle early 
warning and air combat command and con
trol, the modified Il-76TD has a true over
land look-down capability. There are indica
tions also that in addition to incorporating a 
new identification, friend or foe <IFF> 
system, this aircraft may :have a comprehen
sive electronic countermeasures comple
ment. 

Two new Soviet attack helicopters, the 
Havoc and the Hokum, are undergoing pro
type testing. Armed with either a 23- or 30-
mm cannon and as many as sixteen antitank. 
guided missiles, the Havoc's primary quarry 
will be tanks as well as antitank helicopters. 
The Hokum, by contrast, is a unique special
purpose helicopter tailored to the air-to-air 
role. Featuring a coaxial rotor system, re
tractable landing gear, and a streamlined, 
Jet-aircraft-like fuselage, the Hokum's speed 
probably ranges around 350 kmh <kilome
ters per hour>. This new helicopter probably 
will employ air-to-air missiles and a rapid
fire cannon in day, night, and adverse 
weather conditions in its role as a low-level, 
tactical counterair system. 

A CORNUCOPIA OF NEW NAVAL WEAPONS 

The proliferation of new weapon systems, 
Soviet Military Power points out, is evident 
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also in the naval warfare arena. In addition 
to continuing the production of nine classes 
of submarines and eight classes of major 
surface warships during the past year, the 
USSR also unveiled and began sea trials of a 
revolutionary new class of amphibious air
cushion vehicles. This landing craft, identi
fied as the Pomomik class, is the largest 
military air-cushion vehicle ever built. The 
vehicle ts fifty-seven meters long, displaces 
350 tons, and is capable of high operating 
speeds. This craft, which went from build
ing ways to sea trials in less than a year, 
demonstrates the Soviet NavY'S determina
tion to introduce new designs into the fleet. 

Another startling new Soviet effort in
volves WIG (wing-in-ground> amphibious 
vehicles that cruise efficiently and rapidly 
at altitudes of less than fifty feet, riding on 
a cushion of air formed between the wing 
and the ground during low-altitude flight. 
Hybrid vehicles of this types can carry 
heavY loads long distances, especially over 
water, with great fuel efficiency. One of the 
Soviet WIG designs under development in
corporates six missle launch tubes and is 
evidently meant to perform antiship mis
sions, according to the US intelligence 
report. 

ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGES AND OtJTLOOK 

While the USSR's military leaders contin
ue to be consulted by the Communist 
Party's leadership on strategic decisions, 
Soviet Military Power finds that "the stand
ing of the military within the overall Soviet 
leadership has been somewhat reduced in 
recent years." This assessment rests, in part, 
on the fact that Marshal of the Soviet 
Union Sergei Sokolov, the USSR's Defense 
Minister, has not yet been made a full 
member of the Politburo, but remains at the 
lower status of candidate member. There is 
evidence that Marshal Sokolov has been 
passed over for full membership on several 
occasions, which suggests "a reduction in 
the status of the armed forces within Soviet 
decision-making circles," according to the 
US government assessment. 

The ultimate control over all miliary deci
sions continues to rest with the Defense 
Council, which is composed primarily of 
Party leaders and ts chaired by Gorbachev. 
This body, Soviet Military Power asserts, 
controls "all aspects of national security 
policy Candl conveys the Party's wishes on 
all defense, budgetary, organizational, and 
senior personnel matters." Marshal Sokolov 
is its only military member. 

Linked closely to national security policy 
is the Soviet Union's foreign policy, which 
under Gorbachev is taking on a new dynam
ic dimension: "To energize Soviet foreign 
policy and to overcome the impression that 
the influence of the USSR abroad is based 
solely on its military prowess, Gorbachev 
has restructured the upper echelons of the 
country's foreign-affairs apparatus. Eight of 
eleven first deputy and deputy foreign min
isters, in addition to Foreign Minister 
Eduard Shevardnadze, are Gorbachev ap
pointees." 

In addition, more than thirty ambassadors 
have been replaced, including those in most 
major Western and Asian capitals. The new 
appointees, Soviet Military Power finds, 
"are sophisticated men with backgrounds in 
Party work and international relations as 
well as knowledge of or experience in deal
ing with the news media, Cwell versed inl 
stressing Klobal interdependence and the 
flexible, pragmatic nature of Soviet foreign 
policy." 

Central to these changes is the emergence 
of arms-control policy as the Kremlin's 

major tool for dealing with the West: "The 
Soviets are trying to wrest concessions from 
the US through superficially tempting but 
one-sided offers Cand to] weaken Alliance 
resolve through protracted negotiations and 
well-targeted propaganda Cai.med at compli
cating] the funding of US defense pro
grams." Although Moscow's style and rheto
ric have changed, the US analysts conclude, 
the "ultimate goals have not. Expansion of 
influence and consolidations of gains remain 
the basic goals of the Soviet Union's activi
ties worldwide." 

VOTER APATHY 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, 87 per

cent of those under 30 eligible to vote 
did not bother to do so in the last elec
tion. Less than 40 percent of all those 
eligible voted. 

West Germans, concerned about 
voter turnout in the Federal Republic 
of Germany last January, were la
menting an 85 percent turnout rate. 

One of every two 17-year-olds in the 
Nation does not know there are two 
Senators from every State. One of 
every two 17-year-olds thinks that the 
President can appoint Members of 
Congress. They are eligible to vote at 
18, but the youngest eligible voters are 
the least likely to go to the polls. 

Over 2 million parents and young 
people participated in the National 
Student/Parent Mock Election on No
vember 1, 1984, a historic first. In 
1988, the organizers of the National 
Student/Parent Mock Election hope 5 
to 10 million will participate. 

The National Student/Parent Mock 
Election has been endorsed by the 
President, two national parties. the 
campaign committees for the Senate 
and the House on both sides of the 
aisle, the Department of Education, 
and 46 national civic, religious. and 
educational organizations who cooper
ate on the project. 

State and national leaders of all po
liltical persuasion have had high 
praise for this unique exercise in voter 
education. 

President Ronald Reagan wrote: 
Your mock election is Just the type of 

effort we need to instill our young people, 
our future leaders and voters, with a strong 
sense of responsible citizenship. 

JIM WRIGHT, Speaker. of the House 
and keynote speaker at the 1984 na
tional election headquarters, said: 

I know all of the young people who par
ticipated have added enormously to their 
understanding and appreciation of the polit
ical process. 

Senator BOB PACKWOOD, keynote 
speaker in 1980, wrote: 

I had the privilege of seeing first hand the 
National Student/Parent Mock Election. I 
am convinced that participation in this pro
gram increases the likelihood. students will 
become active and concerned voters as 
adults. 

The Governors have been equally 
enthusiastic. 

Gov. Tom Kean of New Jersey 
wrote: 

I understand that nearly 63,000 students 
in more than 140 schools in New Jersey par
ticipated in the voting, and more than that 
have learned a great deal about the elector
al process. I was interested to learn that the 
students' balloting came very close to the 
actual figures on Election Day. 

Governor Mario CUomo of New York 
wrote: 

I hope to take a personal interest myself 
in the proceedings. 

The Utah office of Education stated: 
Extremely positive! In our first attempt at 

involving secondary schools throughout the 
state, we are proud to declare our efforts a 
success. Over 26,000 secondary students par
ticipated in the actual election, and an esti
mated 25,000 more took part in the preli.m.1-
nary Mock Election activities. 

The best opportunities for parents and 
their children, students and teachers was to 
be involved together in a project that stimu
lated thought, idea, and opinion sharing, as 
well as activities that helped to alleviate the 
political illiteracy among the citizens of 
Utah. 

The Kentucky State YMCA report
ed: 

Incredible. Participation was twice what 
we anticipated. 47,629 would have partici
pated or "tried to participate. We regret 
that the three phone lines available were 
Just unable to handle the calls. Many who 
succeeded said they had been trying for 
hours! We estimate that over 100,000 stu
dents actually participated in the Mock 
Election! 

From the Department of Public In
struction in Washington: 

The 1984 Washington State Student Mock 
Elections were successful, both qualitatively 
and quantitatively. We had excellent state
wide media coverage. 

From the Commissioner, of the De
partment of Education .in Florida: 

Your project was a magnificent teaching 
tool for getting students and parents in
volved in our election process. This kind of 
realistic activity adds meaning to the educa
tional process as well as instilling good citi
zenship responsibilities in our future 
voters ... 

From the Department of Education 
in Michigan: 

Our 1984 Mock Election was very success
ful, and we received only positive feedback. 

I urge my colleagues to contact their 
State superintendent or commissioner 
of education about this exciting, total
ly nonpartisan effort to tum around 
the dreadful statistics on voter apathy 
in this country. I urge them, too, to 
write their local superintendents 
across the State and encourage every 
school in the State to participate in 
the National Student/Parent Mock 
Election. 

This project not only holds great po
tential for educating citizens who 
must lead our Nation in the 21st cen
tury, but it can serve 88 a catalyst to 
open communication between parents 
and teenagers and younger children 88 
well. In talking with each other about 
choosing candidates, they learn to talk 
together about how they choose their 
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values, how they make decisions, who 
they are and who they might become. 

The Presidents, Senators, Congress
men and citizens of tomorrow can all 
be reached in the classrooms and 
family living rooms of today. 

PERMANENT GI BILL 
Mr. THURMOND, Mr. President, a 

recent editorial in the July 11, 1987, 
edition of The State newspaper enti
tled "Permanent GI Bill," clearly and 
effectively communicates the virtues 
of a permanent GI bill and the bene
fits to our Country. 

I was pleased to cosponsor this legis
lation and support it in both the 
Armed Services and Veterans' Affairs 
Committees. President Reagan signed 
this bill into law at a White House 
ceremony on June 1, 1987, which I was 
honored to attend. 

I commend this editorial to my col
leagues and ask unanimous consent 
that it appears in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edito
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

PEllKAm:NT GI BILL 

One of the best investments ever made by 
the U.S. government was the GI Bill of 
1944, which provided educational and other 
benefits to servicemen who were soon 
streaming back from World War II. 

That legislation, which permitted millions 
who might otherwise have been denied it to 
obtain a college education, helped bring the 
nation out of a 16-year period of Depression 
and war and set in motion a sustained eco
nomic boom. 

There have been three programs of educa
tional benefits for veterans since, none of 
which came close to equalling the impact of 
the original GI Bill. The last one, a three
year experimental program launched in 
1984 that offered more generous benefits 
than the post-Vietnam bill, proved to be a 
cost-effective tool to encourage recruitment 
into the all-volunteer armed forces. Such in
ducements will become more important as 
the pool of 17-to-21-year-olds males dwin
dles in the years ahead. 

On June 1 President Regan signed a bill to 
make this program permanent for the first 
time. Clearly this creates another entitle
ment program at a time when other entitle
ment programs are proving to be a drain on 
the nation. But that did not deter Congress, 
which passed the bill with only two negative 
votes cast. 

Already there are moves to strengthen it. 
AB enacted. the measure requires a recruit 
to elect participation within the first two 
weeks of enlistment. His basic pay will be re
duced by $100 a month during the first year 
of service. But for his $1,200 unrefundable 
contribution, a recruit who completes three 
years of active duty can receive $300 a 
month for 36 months while attending col
lege-a total of $10,800. Reduced benefits 
are avallable to reserves and those with two 
years of active duty. Increased benefits can 
be provided those with critical skills or to 
encourage longer enlistments. 

Among the changes being considered is 
one to make the serviceman's contribution 
refundable if extraordinary circumstances 
lll'eclude college attendance or to his estate 

if he dies before receiving training. That's 
fair enough. Another desirable change 
would allow the recruit to stretch out his 
contribution by surrendering $50 a month 
for two years. The $100 deduction is stiff, 
amounting to about 17 percent of basic pay 
before taxes, and that might discourage 
some from participating. 

This bill has a purpose beyond recruit
ment. Like the original GI Bill, it will im
prove the educational level of the work 
force and enhance U.S. economic competi
tiveness. It, too, will be a good investment. 

CHARLIE SHOULDN'T PASS 
UNNOTICED 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 
the July 12, 1987, Sunday edition of 
The State newspaper in Columbia, SC, 
featured an inspiring article regarding 
the death of a very special man-Mr. 
Charlie Green. Mr. Green, a World 
War II veteran and former patient at 
the William Jennings Bryan Dom VA 
Hospital in Columbia, was the founder 
and editor of The VA Newsletter, a 
local publication containing veteran
related articles and humor. 

Although Mr. Green was confined to 
a wheelchair and a hospital bed, he 
diligently went about the task of gath
ering information each month for pub
lication. Mr. Green touched many 
lives. As Bill McDonald the author of 
the article writes, Charlie Green was 
an "enthusiastic, hope-filled" editor, 
but most important of all, he was a 
"giver." 

Mr. President, I commend this arti
cle to my colleagues and ask unani
mous consent that it be printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CFrom the Columbia <SC> State, July 12, 
1987] 

"CHARLIE" SHOULDN'T PASS UNNOTICED 

<By Bill McDonald) 
A friend of mine died virtually unnoticed 

and unremarked this week, and, really, he 
deserved a fate far better than that. 

A quadriplegic for the last decades of his 
life, Charlie Green, 61, founded and edited a 
photocopied newsletter about veterans af
fairs, The VA Newsletter, into which he 
sprinkled simple, how-to recipes and a 
truckload of corny jokes. 

He never made a penny from the newslet
ters, which had a circulation of about 
2,000-most of them hand-delivered. It was, 
as Charlie told me, "a labor of love." 

A bill pending before Congress might 
occupy his attention one month, the Big 
Boy tomatoes in the patients' garden behind 
the William Jennings Bryan Dom VA Hos
pital the next. 

I suspect the former insurance salesman 
from Charleston, a World War II veteran. 
founded the newsletter because it fit his 
personality: He simply loved to question 
things. And when you asked him a dumb 
question, he told you so to your teeth. 

"You're damned right I get depressed," 
he'd bellow, propped up in bed, unable to 
move unless a nurse moved him. "The news
letter gives me something to do." 

Nothing put Charlie on cloud nine quicker 
than to get a "thank you" note from the 

likes of Oen. William C. Westmoreland. And 
once even a retired general from Omaha, 
Neb., wrote, thanking him for being added 
to the mall-out list. It was, as far as Charlie 
knew, "the only volunteer, veterans newslet
ter in the United States." 

I first met Charlie a decade ago when he 
telephoned and invited me to visit him at 
the hospital. He waited for me outside the 
front door of the hospital in his motorized 
wheelchair, a large, blond-haired man who 
knew the first name of every nurse in sight. 

We remained fast friends through the 
years, and I never ceased to admire his 
often zany wit and his wild enthusiasms. He 
rode his motorized wheelchair, for instance, 
as if he were "prepping" for a race at Le 
Mans, up one hallway and down another, 
always stopping at a nurses' station to chat. 

Charlie was a happily married man. 
deeply devoted to his wife, Dorothy. But he 
also was a natural born flirt. When a nurse 
walked into his room, for instance, he'd lay 
it on thick. "01' Mae, there," he'd wink, re
ferring to Mae Faulkenberry, one of his fa
vorites, "I've tried to get her to go out with 
me on a date, but she won't give me the 
time of day!" 

Charlie was deeply depressed when he 
first came to the VA hospital. The victim of 
an automobile accident, he'd been shunted 
from hospital to hospital, doctor to doctor, 
and the patient care apparently had not 
been the best. He'd given up hope. 

But the care and attention he received at 
the Columbia VA hospital had its desired 
effect. "01' Charlie Green," as he called 
himself, began to smile and laugh again. 
You felt a warmth in his presence. And he 
never failed to acknowledge that Columbia's 
VA hospital had "worked miracles" where 
others had failed. 

The poet Kahil Gibran once wrote, "You 
give but little when you give of your posses
sions. It is when you give of yourself that 
you truly give." 

My main impression of Charlie Green is 
that he was a giver. Confined to a wheel
chair and a hospital bed and unable to move 
without someone's help, the man still tried 
hard to reach out. And every month he'd 
manage to round up enough copy to put in 
his newsletter. 

It might not have been the finest newslet
ter in America by journalistic standards. 
But the patients at the VA Hospital read it, 
and so did I. Charlie's jokes and recipes 
were staples of my reading diet. 

More important, of course, the newsletter 
gave Charlie a tool for keeping in touch 
with people. It gave him hope. People with
out hope often see no reason to live, but 
those with hope will tolerate the most de
meaning, debilitating or desperate of cir
cumstances. 

You couldn't have met a more enthusias
tic, hope-filled editor in your life than Char
lie Green. 

BICENTENNIAL MINUTE 
roLY 14, 18615: BIRTH OF ARTHUR CAPPER 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, on July 
14, 1865, 122 years ago today, Arthur 
Capper was born in Garnett, KS. 
Capper, who served for 30 years as a 
member of the U.S. Senate, is best re
membered for the significant gains he 
achieved for American farmers. After 
working for several years as a newspa
per reporter and publisher, Capper, in 
1914 became the first native-bom 
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Kansan to be elected Governor of the 
State. At the end of his second term as 
Governor, Capper was elected as a Re
publican to the Senate and began his 
service on March 4, 1919. 

In the Senate, Capper led the farm 
bloc. During the New Deal, he defend
ed the Agricultural Adjustment Act as 
well as other legislation providing aid 
to farmers. He was a prime sponsor of 
the Capper-Volstead Cooperative Mar
keting Act and the Capper-Ketcham 
Act which expanded agricultural ex
tension work to include youth clubs. 

Arthur Capper also gained national 
prominence during the debate over 
the League of Nations, as President 
Woodrow Wilson frequently consulted 
him on the issue. Although he op
posed the League and was known as an 
isolationist, Capper supported the 
1943 Connally resolution which pro
vided for U.S. participation in the 
international post-war organization 
for maintaining world peace that even
tually became the United Nations. 

At the time of his retirement from 
the Senate on January 3, 1949, Capper 
at 84, was the oldest member of the 
Senate and had served longer than all 
but one of his colleagues. Capper's re
tirement marked the end of a distin
guished political career that benefit
ted both the State of Kansas and the 
entire Nation. In a speech given upon 
his retirement, Capper indicated that 
he had achieved his goals, declaring 
that "if I had my life to live over 
again, I imagine it would be much the 
same kind of life. I think I have got a 
lot out of life." 

A FLINT MUSICAL PIONEER 
Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I rise 

today to pay tribute to Mr. Wade E. 
Mainer, of Flint, Ml, for his remarka
ble achievements in Appalachian 
music. Mr. Mainer will be honored on 
Saturday, August 1, 1987, by the Flint 
community. 

Mr. Mainer's acknowledgments in
clude: performing at the White House 
for President Franklin D. Roosevelt in 
the 1940's, numerous appearances on 
the Grand Ole Opry, appearances with 
Woody Guthrie and Burl Ives, and ap
pearances coast to coast. 

Considered a pioneer on the banjo, 
Mr. Mainer has been instrumental in 
the continuation of this music form 
today. A heritage that began in North 
Carolina, Mr. Mainer was always at
tracted to music and the sense of com
munity associated with it. 

When he entered adulthood, Mr. 
Mainer joined with family and friends 
in a band called the Mainer Mountain
eers which soon became a major influ
ence of string band music in the 
1930's. Mr. Mainer came to Michigan 
in 1953 to work for General Motors. It 
was here that Mr. Mainer, along with 
his wife Julia, raised their five chil-

dren and continued to perform locally 
in religious services. 

Upon his retirement in 1973 from 
General Motors, Mr. Mainer returned 
to his career in music. During the last 
14 years, Mr. Mainer has performed on 
tours in England, Japan, Germany, 
and Italy. Most recently, Mr. Mainer 
was named a recipient of the National 
Heritage Award given by the National 
Endowment for the Arts. 

As a distinguished member of the 
Flint community for the past 34 years, 
Mr. Mainer at age 80, continues to 
play his music with the same intensity 
and energy as he did the first time he 
picked up the strings. It is indeed a 
privilege to enter into the RECORD 
today my sincerest thanks for Mr. 
Wade for his invaluable contributions 
to Appalachian music. 

FRESH PEACH DAY 1987 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 

today is Fresh Peach Day 1987. This 
morning, a truckload of fresh peaches 
arrived from South Carolina and 
throughout the day, Senators will be 
receiving samples of these most deli
cious peaches from the State of South 
Carolina. 

As I am sure you all know, South 
Carolina is the Nation's No. 1 producer 
of fresh peaches. 

The peach industry is of vital impor
tance to the economy of South Caroli
na, as well as our Nation. In addition 
to being a principal source of farm 
income, the industry is an important 
employer for many young workers in 
rural areas who might otherwise be 
unable to find summer employment. 
Many small businesses, such as pack
ing suppliers, truckers, fertilizer and 
chemical distributors, and farm imple
ment dealers depend upon the annual 
peach crop for a considerable portion 
of their income. 

For the past few years the peach in
dustry in our area of the country has 
suffered severe losses due to inclement 
weather, resulting in economic hard
ship for producers and communities 
alike. We are very fortunate to have 
one of our better crops this year. Over 
390 million pounds of high quality 
peaches, worth an estimated $60 mil
lion, have been produced in South 
Carolina this year, compared to 290 
million pounds in 1986. 

The South Carolina Peach Council 
and its grower members are proud to 
continue what has been an annual pro
motional event for their industry in 
our Nation's Capitol. On behalf of the 
peach farmers in South Carolina, and 
on behalf of Senator HOLLINGS and 
myself, we hope that you and your 
staff will enjoy these tasty and highly 
nutritious South Carolina peaches. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
join my senior colleague in recognizing 
Fresh Peach Day 1987 on behalf of 
Congress. 

As the senior Senator has most ap
propriately emphasized, we in South 
Carolina produce and ship more 
peaches than any other State. We let 
our sister State of Georgia be known 
as the Peach State, but we fulfill the 
fact, not just the ceremony. 

We hope everyone enjoys the peach
es. 

GREENBELT, MARYLAND CELE
BRATES ITS 50TH ANNIVERSA
RY 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, this 

year, the city of Greenbelt, MD, cele
brates its 50th anniversary. Located 
just outside our Nation's capital in 
Prince George's County, Greenbelt, 
with a population of 17 ,000, has a 
unique history, which adds special 
meaning to this celebration. 

Greenbelt is the result of a visionary 
Federal program of the 1930's. A prod
uct of the New Deal, Greenbelt was 
the first planned community created 
in 1935 under authority of the Emer
gency Relief Appropriations Act. 
Greenbelt is one of only three model 
cities existing in the country created 
by the Government during the Great 
Depression as an experiment in physi
cal and social planning. 

The entire community-homes, 
schools, stores, streets, and recreation
al facilities-was carefully planned to 
provide for the safety and convenience 
of residents. Families moving to 
Greenbelt were encouraged to become 
involved in civic functions and public 
affairs-a tradition still followed 
today. 

Although the face of Greenbelt has 
changed somewhat over the years, the 
city still retains its original beauty and 
is known for its art deco style build
ings. This style is embodied in the 
Greenbelt Center School, which is 
considered by many to be one of the 
10 best art deco structures in the coun
try. 

Mr. President, I join Greenbelt's citi
zens in celebration of its 50th anniver
sary. The deep devotion of Greenbelt's 
residents to their community is proof 
that the experiment has worked. I ask 
unanimous consent that a recent arti
cle from the Washington Post describ
ing this fine city be included in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CFrom the Washington Post, May 4, 19871 
CITY OF THE FtrruRE RECALLS ITS PAST 

<By Eugene L. Meyer> 
It was a 1930s Utopian vision of the city of 

the future: the "IDtimate Town" planned, 
built and owned by the federal government, 
a community with pedestrian paths and un
derpasses, free of congestion and decay, 
with green spaces inside and a greenbelt 
around the periphery. 

Its residents, victims of the Depression, 
would live in tidy town houses and apart-
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ments facing landscaped interior courts or- bordering the old section. Her parents still 
ganized into "superblocks." live there. 

"There hasn't been anything like it before "We like Greenbelt enough that we moved 
or since,'' said New Deal historian William three times all within the city and refused 
Leuchtenburg of the University of North to look elsewhere because of the Greenbelt 
Carolina. "It's obviously a child both of the spirit,'' said Gary Kohn, 37, a lawyer and 
Depression and the New Deal. It's hard to lobbyist for mutual funds who moved from 
imagine that at any other time such a an apartment to a town house, where he 
planned community under government aus- lives with his wife and two young children. 
pices would be possible." This summer, they'll move again, to a 

Today, Greenbelt, Md.-The flagship $175,000 single-family detached home in the 
"green town" of the New Deal and one of new Greenbrook subdivision. 
three built out of 100 envisioned-is 50 years Though Kohn has never lived in old 
old. The event is being marked with a con- Greenbelt, he has served on the Greenbelt 
ference on new towns that was held over the City Council and is a member of the city's 
weekend, and by events throughout the planning advisory board. "There is involve
year culminating in a town reunion in Octo- ment in civic activities unlike any other 
ber. place,'' he said. 

Greenbelt retains its strong sense of com- It has always been so. Even when it was 
munity, liberal politics and historic ties to government-owned, the town had coopera
the New Deal. But the physical reality has tively owned stores and citizen committees. 
changed as metropolitan growth has caught The Greenbelt Cooperative Inc., eventually 
up with and almost engulfed the town. owned and operated a chain of grocery 

The greenbelt border now is mostly con- . stores, service stations and drugstores and 
crete, a dazzling interchange of ramps, Belt- the Scan furniture chain. 
way and Parkway that has helped make In the early 1950s, Greenbelt residents 
Greenbelt a center for upscale development formed another cooperative, Greenbelt 
in Prince George's County. The highways Housing Inc., to buy their homes and 
have brought traffic congestion and phys- common areas from the government, and 
ically divided the city while making Green- rallied behind a resident fired from the 
belt a prime location for further commercial Navy Department as an alleged security 
and residential development. risk. In the 1960s, they backed the town 

But perhaps the most lasting legacy of newspaper when it was sued for libel by a 
Greenbelt is the ethic of planned develop- developer. The paper won in the U.S. Su
ment. The older part of town retains its preme Court, and the townspeople picked 
original layout and New Deal-era architec- up the legal bills. 
ture. Greenbelt residents led the way in op- Two years ago, the town again added the 
posing unplanned development in the 1960s financially ailing News Review, which has 
when the county was approving large-scale been published weekly and distributed free 
apartments. Since then, the Greenbelt since 1937. This time, $13,000 was raised and 
vision of quality development has become 85 residents volunteered their services to 
the theme of the current country adminis- keep it going. 
tration. Townspeople next forced the county 

"Long before the county government school board to drop its demolition plans for 
started being aggressive in demanding qual- the Center School, with its imposing Works 
ity growth, Greenbelt was adamant,'' said Progress Administration friezes. 
County Executive Parris Glendening, who Recently, residents rescued the Co-op, the 
also teaches government at the University town's cooperative grocery store and phar
of Maryland. "Greenbelt fought most of macy, from sale to an outside chain, form
Cthe developers] and ended up with some of ing another cooperative to keep it local. 
the best projects in the county." The golden anniversary is a model of com-

"Greenbelt is now sort of like the focus or munity spirit and cooperation: The town 
downtown of Prince George's County,'' said has bought one of the original housing 
Mayor Gil Weidenfeld. "It's sort of a collec- units, which will become a museum of early 
tion of places for people to work and places Greenbelt life, and is producing a 50th anni
for people to go .... We're working hard to versary book and holding a series of retro
keep our character while we're losing trees spective events throughout the year. 
and green space to development." Greenbelt's cable television station is re-

Around the old, slightly frayed Art Deco showing an old documentary, "The City." 
core, high rise office parks are sprouting Made for the 1939 World's Fair with origi
across the Capital Beltway and the Balti- nal music by Aaron Copland, the film con
more-Washington Parkway. New town trasts the poverty and congestion of old 
house developments and subdivisions of de- cities with Greenbelt, "the new city ready to 
tached homes costing nearly $200,000 each serve a better age." 
contrast sharply with the tiny low-cost units Said Glendening, in his professional role, 
remaining of the old Greenbelt. "I use Greenbelt in my classes as an exam-

Indeed, Greenbelt has more dwelling units ple of a great experiment that changed our 
yet fewer people <with a population of lives." 
17,000) than it did a few years ago, as sin- It changed the lives of Edward and Annie 
gles and professional couples without chil- Halley, who moved to Greenbelt on Oct. 25, 
dren are attracted to its location and life 1937, and still occupy the same two-bedroom 
style. duplex. 

Once a place for low-income workers, "It meant so much,'' Annie Halley said. 
Greenbelt is now the yuppie center of "It was just an ideal. We were basically all 
Prince George's County. In the area known in the same group, from families that had 
as Greenbelt East especially, "there are a had things before and lost them. We were 
lot of single people, younger attorneys and very anxious to live in a place like this, 
young professionals,'' according to Leslie which was like a country club and where we 
Moore, 31 a zoning lawyer who lives in a could raise our children with so many op-
town house in Greenwood Village. portunities . . . . 

"I think a lot of the newer people don't "The one thing that bothers us now: You 
know about the history of the town," said didn't have all this traffic. It's awful hard 
Moore, who attended the Art Deco Center now to get in and out of the driveway any 
School and grew up in the 1950s subdivision rush hour." 

The Halleys are among eight "first fami
lies" who still live in Greenbelt. Their recol
lections have been recorded as part of an 
oral history project. 

An entire room of the Greenbelt library is 
devoted to town history. It's called the Tug
well Room, after Rexford Guy Tugwell, a 
member of Franklin Roosevelt's Brain Trust 
and head of the Resettlement Administra
tion who talked the president into building 
the town as an emergency relief project 
nicknamed "Tugwelltown." 

After World War II, the federal govern
ment wanted to sell Greenbelt to private in
terests. Residents formed a cooperative to 
buy it and maintain some control. They 
bought their 1,600 housing units, but they 
couldn't afford to buy the entire town, so 
some parcels were developed piecemeal in 
the 1950s and 1960s. 

But the New Deal label stuck to the town. 
When City Manager Jim Giese arrived in 
1962, there was a stigma attached to being a 
part of a New Deal experiment. For many, 
however, it is a label they have worn with 
pride. 

Greenbelt Democrats belong to the Elea
nor and Franklin Roosevelt Democratic 
Club. The mayor and City Council members 
are Democrats, though elections are non
partisan. And FDR is remembered for 
dumping the first fish into manmade Green
belt Lake. But it is Eleanor Roosevelt who is 
most venerated here. 

"Mrs. Roosevelt used to come out here 
continually,'' Annie Halley said. "It wasn't 
anything to see her around. She even 
stopped by here one day. I was out in the 
yard hanging clothes. She came inside and 
talked for a few minutes." 

In the 1970s, the new high school, located 
in Greenbelt East, was to be named for 
FDR, but Greenbelters raised a ruckus. It 
became Eleanor Roosevelt High School, 
widely known for its academic achievements 
and special science programs. Greenbelt also 
has an Eleanor Roosevelt Memorial Tree. 

"From this point,'' a marker says, "she 
surveyed the site and spurred the work of 
building Greenbelt-the first garden com
munity in the land planned for the uplift 
and unfolding of the human spirit." 

From another point high above Prince 
George's County, in the new Greenbelt, 
B.G. Facchina surveys the entire metropoli
tan area, dotted by clusters of tall buildings 
and monuments amid the green. Below the 
16-story rooftop vista of the Maryland 
Trade Center are a new Holiday Inn, Mar
tin's Tradewinds, the Greenway Shopping 
Center and the cloverleafs where the Belt
way and the Parkway intertwine. Metrorall 
is due in Greenbelt, too, in the 1990s. 

"This area is really a premier location,'' 
said Facchina, marketing director for the 
development firm of Coakley and Williams, 
which has its headquarters on the top floor 
of the trade center. "A lot of people are 
moving here now. Right in the middle of all 
the action." 

Glendening thinks that if Tugwell and the 
Roosevelts were alive today, they would be 
pleased. 

"The magnitude and direction have 
changed,'' Glendening said, "But the basic 
components-to provide work for people, to 
provide housing, to provide certain amen
ities and be well-planned-are still there." 

A LONGING FOR SHORTNESS 
Mr. HECHT. Mr. President, I would 

like to take this opportunity to pay 
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tribute to one of the least-recognized, 
but most lmpartant minorities in our 
society today. I'm talking about short 
people. 

Recently, the Washington Bullets 
drafted Tyrone "Mugsy" Eogues-who 
is only 5 feet 3 inches tall-onto their 
team in the first round. I have always 
wanted to play basketball, Mr. Presi
dent, but now I find out that I'm too 
tall. 

Bogues' accomplishment is especial
ly incredible, considering that this is 
also the team which gives us Manute 
Bol, who may be twice as tall as I am. 

My favorite team is obviously the 
UNLV Running Rebels, which went to 
the championships this past year. 
Coach Tarkanian always has a tough 
team, but this year they went all the 
way, and had their highest draft pick 
ever, when Armand "The Hammer" 
Gilliam went to the Phoenix Suns in 
the first round. 

But Gilliam isn't as short as 
Bogues-everyone knew he'd do well in 
the pros. On the other hand, Mugsy 
Bogues can't even slam dunk a basket
ball-but he says that doesn't matter. 
"Two points is two points," explains 
Bogues. 

Mr. President, that's exactly the way 
I feel. Victory is victory, success is suc
cess, whether its a slam dunk or a rim.
shot. Tyrone Bogues has shown that 
short people can reach any height 
they want, if they just put forth a 
"little" effort. 

Recently, Mugsy Bogues was injured 
in practice, when one of his larger col
leagues fell on top of him. Fortunate
ly, he is doing much better now, and 
shows more determination than ever 
to show these big guys a thing or two. 

Mr. President, I will be holding a re
ception "shortly," to recognize Mr. 
Bogues on behalf of all the short 
people in the world, whose dreams and 
aspirations he exemplifies so well. He 
and I will each make a "short" state
ment, and then answer a few "short" 
questions, before I take him out for a 
"little" lunch. 

I hope my colleagues in this illustri
ous body will take the time to help in 
this recognition. Short people belong 
to a minority that is short on recogni
tion, but always long on heart. 

NUCLEAR WEAPONS PROLIFERA
TION CONCERNS AND UNITED 
STATES ASSISTANCE TO PAKI
STAN 
Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, on May 

8, I submitted for the RECORD an ac
count of a major West German cus
toms action against a firm that was 
suspected of illegally exporting plans 
and equipment to Pakistan's unsafe
guarded uranium enrichment pro
gram. In submitting this material, I 
noted that the West German case was 
but one of a series of disturbing new 
developments relating to Pakistan's 

nuclear weapons program. Just in the 
first months of 1987, for example, we 
have witnessed the following: 

A statement by Pakistan's top nucle
ar scientist that Pakistan already pos
sesses the bomb. 

A statement by Pakistan's President 
that Pakistan can build a bomb when
ever it wishes. 

A statement by India's Defense Min
ister that the "emerging nuclear 
threat" from Pakistan is causing India 
to review its nuclear weapon options. 

A statement by the United States 
Ambassador to Pakistan that the 
United States sees nuclear develop
ments in Pakistan as "inconsistent 
with a purely peaceful program." 

Having reviewed Pakistan's month
by-month progress toward the bomb, I 
stressed the need for the United 
States to target its diplomatic efforts 
on encouraging Pakistan to stop the 
production of weapon-grade nuclear 
materials. "Who knows," I warned in 
closing, "what July will bring?" 

I could not have anticipated the ap
palling response to this question. 
While the Senate was voting to ap
prove a multibillion dollar extension 
of United States aid to Pakistan, evi
dence was growing that Islamabad was 
busy scheming to subvert United 
States nuclear export laws. Perhaps 
because the Congress appeared willing 
to renew unconditionally Pakistan's 
waiver of the Symington/Glenn 
amendments-legislation barring 
United States assistance to nations re
ceiving sensitive nuclear weapon tech
nology without accepting internation
al controls-Pakistan received the mis
taken inpression that it was above 
American law. This impression cannot 
be allowed to stand. Pakistan must be 
forced to recognize that its recent ac
tions have seriously jeopardized any 
further United States assistance. 

LEGAL CONTEXT 

Under a 1985 modification of the Sy
mington/Glenn amendments to the 
Foreign Assistance Act, no assistance 
may be provided to any non-nuclear
weapon state that exports illegally, or 
attempts to export illegally, from the 
United States any materials which 
would "contribute significantly" to 
that country's bomb making capabil
ity. For a cutoff to be triggered under 
the law, the President must determine 
that the illicit exports were to be used 
for the manufacture of nuclear weap
O:"lS. This provision, often called the 
Solarz amendment, was enacted fol
lowing the arrest of a Pakistani na
tional Nazir Ahmed Vaid for attempt
ing to export k.rytrons-high speed 
electrical switches-for use in the det
onation system of Pakistan's bomb. 

U.S. law thus requires that severe 
sanctions result from the export-or 
even the attempted export-of con
trolled nuclear commodities without a 
license. This law reflects the outrage 
Congress felt at Pakistan's mendacious 

and illicit nuclear behavior. In order to 
eliminate the loophole that allowed 
Vaid to elude conviction, the Solan 
amendment was drafted to apply not 
only to foreign governments, but to 
any individual "who is an agent of, or 
is otherwise acting on behalf of or in 
the interests of" the importing coun
try. 

NEW REVELATIONS 

Last Friday, July 10, the United 
States District Court in the city of 
Philadelphia unsealed a case involving 
the arrest of a Mr. Arshad Z. Pervez 
for attempting to export illegally 
50,000 pounds of maraging steel, a spe
cial metal that is used in making cen
trifuges that produce Pakistan's bomb
grade enriched uranium. If this ship
ment, plus the requested followup 
orders, had taken place, Pakistan 
would have obtained the means to dra
matically expand its bomb program. In 
addition, Pervez and his associates 
tried to buy an unspecified amount of 
beryllium, another highly controlled 
metal that is used in making internal 
components of nuclear weapons. 

After identifying a variety of false 
end-users-which included the Paki
stan Council of Scientific and Industri
al Research, the Karachi University, 
Pakistan's agency equivalent to NASA, 
and a Pakistani firm called "Multina
tional Inc."-and an equally varying 
range of end-uses-including use in 
making turbines, compressors, and 
rocket motors-Mr. Pervez acknowl
edged that he was working for a re
tired Pakistani Brigadier General and 
twice indicated that the final customer 
was in fact Pakistan's uranium enrich
ment project. In order to obtain illicit 
export papers for the steel, Mr. Pervez 
repeatedly tried to bribe an officer of 
the U.S. Customs Service who was in 
fact an undercover criminal investiga
tor. Mr. Pervez also suggested to the 
U.S. undercover agent that mislabel
ing and transshipping were possible 
means of expediting transport to Paki
stan of the exported commodities. 

Mr. President, I ask that the affida
vit prepared by an undercover Cus
toms agent who participated in this in
vestigation be printed in the RECORD. 
This affidavit was submitted in the 
case of United States of America 
versus Arshad Z. Pervez, now before 
the District Court in Philadelphia. 
Given the administration's feckless 
nonproliferation efforts in South Asia, 
this case should send a much-needed 
signal to the world that the United 
States now means business when it 
passes laws to stop illicit purchases of 
nuclear commodities. 

There being no objection, the affida
vit was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

AnlDAVIT 
John R. New, being duly sworn, states as 

follows: 
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1. I am a Special Agent of the United 

States Customs Service and have been so 
employed for approximately 31h years. 
During that time I have been involved in 
numerous undercover investigations, and in
vestigations relating to export diversion 
rings. 

I. CARPENTER CONTACTS WITH PERVEZ 

2. On November 5, 1986, an official of Car
penter Steel Corporation <"Carpenter"), 
Reading, Pennsylvania, contacted the 
United States Customs Service and stated 
that Carpenter had been approached by 
Arshad z. Pervez and David Walker, repre
senting AP Enterprises, who were interested 
in purchasing 50,000 pounds of ma.raging 
350 steel for use in Pakistan. Pervez stated 
that the material was to be "remelted". Car
penter contacted the government authori
ties because previously, in May of 1985, 
while negotiating for the sale of maraging 
steel directly to the Pakistani government, 
Carpenter was ordered by the Department 
of Commerce to cancel the shipment. Be
cause it was believed that the steel was des
tined for Pakistan's uranium enrichment fa
cility, a validated export license would not 
be granted. 

3. Carpenter is a leading domestic produc
er, fabricator and worldwide marketer of 
quality specialty metals, which include 
stainless steels, tool steels, high tempera
ture and electronic alloys and other special
ty purpose alloys. Carpenter is one of seven 
U.S. companies producing maraging 350 
steel. 

4. Maraging 350 steel is a specialty steel 
with a very high tensile strength and other 
special properties achieved through numer
ous melting <VIM> and remelting <VAR> 
processes. Maraging 350 steel would not be 
used for "remelt" as suggested by Pervez 
since the remelt process would reintroduce 
impurities <gas, dust, air> there were specifi
cally removed through VIM and VAR proc
esses to give the maraging steel its very high 
tensile strength. Maraging 350 steel has a 
very short shelf life, a very high cost, and a 
very limited market. 

5. Maraging steel is most commonly used 
for nuclear applications in a gas centrifuge 
enrichment plant. The export of maraging 
steel is thus governed by the Export Admin
istration Regulations, Title 15, Code of Fed
eral Regulations Appendix, §368 et seq., 
which require that an Individual Validated 
License be issued by the U.S. Department of 
Commerce, for the export of maraging steel 
intended for use in an unsafeguarded nucle
ar facility. The reason for the control is na
tional security. Because Pakistan is a non
s!gnature nation of the Nuclear-Non-Pro
liferation Treaty, an application for an 
export license for maraging 350 steel to 
Pakistan would be denied by the Depart
ment of Commerce. 

6. At the direction of the government, 
Albert Tomley, General Manager of Inter
national Marketing for Carpenter forward
ed a quote of $5.12 per pound for 50,000 
pounds of maraging 350 steel to Pervez at 
AP Enterprises in Toronto, Canada. Pervez 
agreed to meet with Carpenter officials in 
Toronto to discuss the sale. Pervez also ex
plained that his "client" required follow up 
order of 25 metric tons every four months 
and that all the shipments would go to 
Pakistan. 

7. On November 19, 1986, acting in my un
dercover role as an international marketing 
analyst for Carpenter, I met with Pervez 
and David Walker in Toronto, Canada. Mr. 
Tomley and an undercover operative of 
Canada Customs were also present. The 

purpose of this meeting was to discuss the 
licensing requirements and further details 
regarding the sale of the ma.raging 350 steel 
to Pervez and Walker. During this meeting, 
Pervez identified his "client" as Mr. lnam of 
Multinationaal Corporation, Lahore, Paki
stan. <Pervez, at a later meeting described 
Inam as a retired Brigadier General.> Ini
tially, Pervez stated that the ultimate end 
user of the steel was the Pakistani equiva
lent of the National Aeronautics Aero Space 
Administration, but later changed the end 
use to a research project sponsored by Ka
rachi University's engineering program. Mr. 
Tomley told Pervez that Carpenter would 
not manufacture the steel until the appro
priate U.S. Commerce Department license 
had been received. Pervez requested that 
Carpenter help obtain the license and 
agreed to get the specific information re
quired for the license from Mr. Inam. 
Tomley told Pervez and Walker however, 
that Carpenter had been previously directed 
by the Department of Commerce not to ship 
maraging steel to Pakistan because it was 
believed that the material was destined for 
Pakistan's unsafeguarded nuclear facility. 

8. On December 1, 1986, in my undercover 
capacity, I had a phone conversation with 
Pervez during which we discussed licensing 
requirements. Pervez stated that the end 
use for the maraging 350 steel was rocket 
motors. Pervez also asked me to use "influ
ence" to get the required Commerce license. 
When I asked what he meant by "influ
ence" he suggested that Carpenter pay a 
"kickback" to the Commerce licensing offi
cer. He said he was wi111ng to pay $5,000 to 
get the export license. 

9. On December l, 1986, Pervez called Mr. 
Tomley at Carpenter's and said that he 
would like to reduce the "kickback" from 
$5,000 to $3,000. Pervez said that after he 
splits his commission with Walker and pays 
$5,000, he wouldn't have much left and that 
since the Commerce man is only going to be 
pushing paper, $3,000 should be sufficient. 

10. On December 4, 1986, during a phone 
conversation, Pervez told me that he wanted 
to lower the "kickback" from $5,000 to 
$3,000 and that he was willing to pay the 
Commerce officer in cash. I repeatedly told 
Pervez that such payments were illegal. He 
nevertheless indicated that he wanted to 
proceed. I agreed to send and did send him 
copies of the U.S. Department of Commerce 
export regulations, forms and guides. 

11. From December 4, 1986 through Janu
ary 13, 1987, I had phone conversations with 
Pervez wherein we discussed Pervez meeting 
the Commerce officer. 

12. On January 13, 1987, at the Sheraton 
Hotel in Philadelphia, Pervez met Special 
Agent Frank Rovello of the U.S. Customs 
Service, who was assuming an undercover 
role as a Department of Commerce License 
officer. Rovello explained that Pervez's 
Export License Application would be reject
ed unless Pervez obtained a foreign govern
ment certification, a statement from the 
end user and agreed to an on site inspection. 
Pervez said he wanted Rovello to tell him 
the way to get the license and what to put 
on the application. Pervez then gave Ro
vello $1,000 and agreed to pay him an addi
tional $2,000 after the license was approved. 

13. On January 14, 1987, Pervez toured 
the Carpenter plant. Following the tour he 
discussed with Mr. Tomley and myself the 
details of his pending order. Mr. Tomley 
said that he was prepared to call the whole 
deal off because Pervez was not telling the 
truth about the end use for the maraging 
350 steel. Pervez had stated on the Export 

License Application that the end use was 
"turbines and compressors", and had given 
four other end uses on other occasions. 
Tomley explained that such an end was not 
possible considering the size of Pervez's 
order. Any manufacturer of turbines and 
compressors would require much more steel, 
possible thousands of tons. Tomley suggest
ed to Pervez that the material was in reality 
going to be used in a gas centrifuge enrich
ment plant to make nuclear weapons. 
Tomley stated "Isn't that true?" Pervez 
nodded his head in the affirmative. 

14. On February 20, 1987, Pervez mailed to 
Tomley an assignment of a Letter of Credit 
and two certificates that stated that the 
maraging 350 steel would be used to manu
facture high speed turbines and compres
sors. One certificate purported to be from 
Naeem Pasha, General Manager of Multina
tional, Inc., and one certificate purported to 
be from the Pakistan Council of Scientific 
and Industrial Research. 

15. From March 18, 1987 through March 
25, 1987, Agent Rovello had phone conversa
tions with Pervez during which Pervez re
peatedly asked Rovello for another manu
facturer of maraging 350 steel that was less 
expensive than Carpenter's. 

16. On March 31, 1987, a false "license" 
was issued and mailed to Pervez at AP En· 
terprises, at his request, by the government, 
for the purpose of this investigation. 

II. TELEDYNE VASCO CONTACTS 

17. In November, 1986, at approximately 
the same time that Pervez contacted Car
penter, Peter Gaynor of Teledyne Vasco, 
Inc., Latrobe, Pennsylvania, received an in
quiry for maraging 350 steel, which would 
be shipped to Pakistan. Teledyne Vasco, 
Inc., like Carpenter, is a manufacturer of 
specialty steel. 

18. The inquiry was from M.I. Fareed, rep
resenting a firm identified as Burkin Trade
links of England and the official of that 
company stated that further communica
tion would be handled by their Canadian 
office in Willowdale, Ontario. <Willowdale is 
also the location of AP Enterprises. • • • 
pounds of maraging 350 steel, (almost the 
same quantity as Pervez's inquiry) and the 
end use given was "high speed turbines and 
compressors" <the same end use that Pervez 
gave Carpenter.) 

19. Fareed requested that Teledyne Inisi
dentify the maraging 350 steel as "Special 
Tool Alloy" on the export license. Gaynor 
refused to do so and the inquiry was with
drawn. 

20. On April 9, 1987, Gaynor received an
other inquiry for maraging 350 steel from 
Aktar Syed, representing a Canadian firm 
identified as Hespeler Craft Industries. Syed 
told Gaynor that he had a valid export li
cense from the Department of Commerce, 
but he would have to change the name of 
the manufacturer on the license from Car
penter to Teledyne. 

21. Syed mailed a copy of his "valid export 
license" to Gaynor and that "valid export li
cense" appears to be the same phoney "li
cense" that was issued to Pervez by the gov
ernment in this investigation. 

22. From April 9, 1987 through April 28, 
1987, Gaynor had a number of telephone 
conversations with Syed concerning the 
maraging 350 steel inquiry. Syed questioned 
whether Teledyne could provide the materi
al at a cheaper price than Carpenter. Syed 
identified his "client" as a company owned 
by a Pakistani "general" and said that there 
were three other individuals involved with 
him. Gaynor told Syed that Teledyne's 
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price could not be cheaper than Carpenter's 
and Syed withdrew his inquiry. 

III. ADDITIONAL CARPENTER CONTACTS WITH 
PERVEZ 

23. On April 29, 1987, in my undercover ca
pacity, I had a telephone conversation with 
Pervez. Pervez admitted "they" had contact
ed Teledyne for another price quotation. 
Pervez also stated that he would be sending 
a new letter of credit once he received it 
from his client in Pakistan, Mr. Inam. 

24. On June 9, 1987, I met with Pervez at 
the Hilton Hotel, Toronto, Canada. The 
purpose of the meeting was to review export 
documents that Pervez had previously told 
me were ready and to finalize the terms of 
the sale. It was agreed that the price for the 
steel would be $4. 70 per pound and that 
Pervez would pick up the order in two sepa
rate shipments in mid July. Pervez would re
ceive his 5% commission at that time and 
would use some of that money to pay the re
mainder of the "kickback" to the Commerce 
officer. 

25. During this meeting, Pervez asked me, 
for the first time, if I could also get him be
ryllium. <Beryllium is a specialty metal, 
which also requires a validated export li
cense and is highly controlled. The reasons 
for the control are national security and nu
clear non-proliferation.) I told Pervez that 
Carpenter had beryllium, but that it was re
stricted. Pervez said that "if it's restricted 
then we have to go back to Frank again." 
He then suggested other ways to get berylli
um out of the United States and diverted to 
Pakistan, such as diverting it through other 
countries, misidentifying the order were ille
gal, he responded that "The United States 
won't mind a small piece". 

26. Also during this meeting I told Pervez 
that I thought the maraging 350 steel and 
the beryllium were destined for use in Paki
stan's uranium enrichment facility at 
Kahuta. Pervez became nervous, laughed, 
denied that the steel was going to Kahuta, 
said he didn't know where it was going, but 
then, at the end of the meeting, told me 
laughingly that "the Kahuta client is 
ready." 

27. From June 9, 1987 through July 10, 
1987, there were additional telephone con
versations with Pervez. We agreed on a de
livery date of July 10. We discussed whether 
Inam, Pasha and Walker would be accompa
nying Pervez, and Pervez finally told me he 
would be arriving in Philadelphia alone. 
Pervez requested that we accept an inflated 
letter of credit and submit the difference 
between the inflated price and the true 
price back to him as a kickback. After advis
ing Pervez that this was highly irregular, 
Carpenter agreed to these terms. 

28. On or about June 12, 1987, a confirmed 
irrevocable letter of credit was issued by the 
Habib European Bank Limited for $170,000 
with the beneficiary listed as Carpenter 
Technology Corporation. 

29. On June 18, 1987, I had a phone con
versation with Pervez. He told me the di
mensions and the chemical formula of the 
beryllium that he wanted. I again told 
Pervez that beryllium is restricted, has a 
commodity control number, is licensable, 
has a nuclear application and thus would be 
it on the box with the "other stuff." I asked 
if he meant that he wanted me to commin
gle the beryllium with the steel and he con
firmed that that was what he wanted. 

30. On July 6, 1987, Frank Rovello, acting 
in his undercover role as a Commerce licens
ing officer, had a conversation with Pervez. 
Pervez stated that he wanted to speak to 
Rovello about obtaining export licenses for 

"other things" when they meet on July 10. 
He stated "I'll bring the whole information 
and then we'll sit down and discuss other 
things as well." The purpose of the pro
posed meeting between Rovello and Pervez 
is for Pervez to pay the remaining portion 
of the bribe to Rovello. 

PAKISTAN'S STEEL PIPELINE 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, such a 
signal is most welcome, given that this 
is not the first time that Pakistan has 
attempted illegally to acquire special 
steel for its centrifuges. In an alarm
ing interview with the London Obsero
er last March, Dr. A.Q. Khan-the di
rector of Pakistan's enrichment 
project-affirmed Pakistan's intent to 
subvert American law and internation
al nuclear export controls: 

Indeed it was difficult, particularly when 
America and other Western countries had 
stopped selling anything which could be 
used in manufacturing the bomb .... Em
bargoes were put on such small things as 
magnets and maraging steel, but we pur
chased whatever we wanted before Western 
countries got wind of it. 

Evidence indicates that this was no 
idle boast: 

Between 1976 and 1979, Pakistan 
bought over 6,000 specially hardened 
steel tubes from a Dutch company. Ac
cording to an official report by the 
Dutch government, these tubes were 
suitable for use in a gas centrifuge en
richment project. 

In April 1986, the West German 
magazine Der Stern reported the de
tails of a complex transaction a year 
earlier involving Pakistan's illegal pur
chase of over 1,900 pounds of West 
German maraging steel bars destined 
for the secret enrichment project. Ex
perts cited in the article said that "a 
few dozen centrifuges" could be manu
factured from this shipment. 

According to a West German televi
sion report broadcast in 1986, a Mr. 
Inam Shah <who was also cited in the 
Der Stern article) was successful in 
smuggling "at least 7 tons" of special 
steel from a French firm to Pakistan. 
In this, as in previous shipments, ef
forts were taken to evade Western Eu
ropean nuclear export controls, includ
ing the use of smuggling and complex 
transshipping operations. 

WHY STEAL STEEL? 

Why is Pakistan continuing its 
secret efforts to buy maraging steel? 
There are several possible reasons: 

First. Press reports in recent years 
have indicated that many of Paki
stan's centrifuges have been destroyed 
during operation or testing: materials 
are needed for their replacements. 

Second. Maraging steel is not pro
duced in Pakistan. In fact, it is pro
duced in only a handful of countries in 
Europe, North America, Japan, and 
the Soviet Union. 

Third. The London Financial Times 
reported on April 30th this year that 
Pakistan is seeking to expand its cur
rent capability to produce enriched 
uranium. This report followed a raid 

by West German customs officials on 
a firm that was reportedly supplying 
equipment and technology to Paki
stan's enrichment project. 

Fourth. Secrecy is required because 
both maraging steel and beryllium are 
internationally controlled materials, 
due to their applications in the fabri
cation of nuclear weapons. Pakistan 
knows well that clandestine purchases 
of such materials in the U.S. violate 
not only American law but American 
trust: When Senator SASSER asked Am
bassador Richard Kennedy before the 
Governmental Affairs Committee last 
February 25, "Have the Pakistanis 
pledged not to continue illegal pur
chases on nuclear equipment or tech
nology from the United States?", Mr. 
Kennedy responded in the affirmative, 
and added that "this is something 
which they understand." 

UNITED STATES/PAKISTAN RELATIONS AT A 
CROSSROADS 

Mr. President, the United States 
cannot, and must not, set a precedent 
under which a country may violate our 
laws with impunity, offer solemn 
promises to our President that are not 
kept, and persist in clandestine nucle
ar procurement activities that violate 
both national and international laws. 
This is not the kind of behavior we 
expect from a close military partner, 
and it is not behavior that we should 
reward. 

I know of no Member of this Con
gress who would choose to step for
ward and cast the first vote for cutting 
off our support for the Afghan resist
ance forces-but this is not a matter of 
choice, it is a matter of law. If the 
President determines that there has 
been a violation of the law-and evi
dence available to me strongly sug
gests that there has-he should bring 
the full weight of the law to bear on 
Pakistan. Any waiver of the Solarz 
amendment, either on nonprolif era
tion or national security grounds as 
provided for by the law, would gravely 
undermine our global nonproliferation 
efforts. ' 

Mr. President, it is my firm convic
tion that a long-term security partner
ship with Pakistan remains in the in
terest of the United States, and I am 
prepared to go to great lengths to pre
serve that relationship. But if the 
price for sustaining this partnership is 
to encourage the spread of nuclear 
weapons worldwide, then the price is 
too high. I simply refuse to sacrifice 
our global nonproliferation objectives 
on the altar of Afghanistan. 

I have argued many times that the 
United States should seek to reconcile 
our twin South Asian policy objectives 
of containing Soviet influence and re
ducing the risk of nuclear prolifera
tion. I remain committed to that goal. 
That is why I believe that, at a mini
mum, no new military assistance 
should be provided to Pakistan unless 
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Pakistan offers reliable assurances 
that it will not produce weapon-grade 
nuclear materials. These assurances 
must be verifiable, since Pakistan has 
once and for all demonstrated that its 
word is not sufficiently reliable. 

If my proposal is adopted, Islamabad 
would have to decide between an ex
tended security partnership with the 
United States and the production of 
nuclear weapon materials. The ration
al choice is obvious: recurrent air raids 
from Afghanistan have left Pakistan 
eager to bolster its conventional de
fenses; nuclear weapons production, 
on the other hand, would fail to ad
dress the border threat and would 
likely goad India into a nuclear arms 
race. 

Under my proposal, we will be asking 
nothing more of Pakistan than that it 
stand by its word. In particular, Isla
mabad should be required to honor its 
November 1984 commitment to Presi
dent Reagan not to enrich uranium 
over the 5-percent level. Back in 1981, 
then Secretary of State Alexander 
Haig pressed Congress to approve 
United States aid to Pakistan "in the 
framework of a bilateral relationship 
of confidence and mutual understand
ing." Today, this framework lies in 
shambles. If United States support for 
Pakistan is to continue, we must 
demand that Pakistan begin to match 
its words and deeds. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
<During the day statements were 

submitted and morning business trans
acted, as follows:> 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESI-
DENT RECEIVED DURING 
RECESS 
Under the authority of the order of 

the Senate of February 3, 1987, the 
Secretary of the Senate, on July 13, 
1987, received a message from the 
President of the United States trans
mitting sundry nominations, which 
were ref erred to the appropriate com
mittees. 

(The nominations received on July 
13, 1987, are printed at the end of the 
Senate proceeding.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
RECEIVED DURING RECESS 
ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 

Under the aui;hority of the order of 
the Senate of February 3, 1987, the 
Secretary of the Senate, on July 13, 
1987, during the recess of the Senate, 
received a message from the House of 
Representatives announcing that the 
Speaker had signed the fallowing en
rolled joint resolutions: 

S.J. Res. 85. Joint resolution to designate 
the period co;nmencing on August 2, 1987, 
and ending on August 8, 1987, as "Interna
tional Special Olympics Week," and to des-

ignate August 3, 1987, as "International 
Special Olympics Day"; and 

S.J. Res. 138. Joint resolution to designate 
the period commencing on July 13, 1987, 
and ending on July 26, 1987, as "U.S. Olym
pic Festival-'87 Celebration," and to desig
nate July 17, 1987, as "U.S. Olympic Festi
val-'87 Day." 

Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of February 3, 1987, the en
rolled joint resolutions were signed on 
July 13, 1987, during the recess of the 
Senate, by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. STENNIS]. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 11:54 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivery by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following joint resolution, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.J. Res. 216. Joint resolution to support 
a cease-fire in the Iran-Iraq war and a nego
tiated solution to the conflict. 

At 3:09 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bills, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 735. An act to amend title III of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act to provide 
for administrative naturalization, and for 
other purposes; and 

H.R. 2890. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of Transportation and 
related agencies for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1988, and for other purposes. 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following bills were read the 

first and second times by unanimous 
consent, and ref erred as indicated: 

H.R. 735. An act to amend title III of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act to provide 
for administrative naturalization, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 2890. A act making appropriations 
for the Department of Transportation and 
related agencies for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1988, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate report
ed that on July 13, 1987, he had pre

REPORTS OF COMMITI'EF.S 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. KENNEDY, from the Committee 

on Labor and Buman Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
and an amendment to the title: 

S. 1158. A bill to continue authorization of 
various health and science programs (Rept. 
No. 100-108). 

By Mr. BENTSEN, from the Committee 
on Finance, with an amendment in the 
nature of a substitute: 

S. 661. A bill to amend the titles XI, 
XVIII, and XIX of the Social Security Act 
to protect beneficiaries under the health 
care programs of that Act from unfit health 
care practitioners, and otherwise to improve 
the antifraud provisions relating to those 
programs <Rept. No. 100-109). 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. HOLLINGS, from the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: 

Gerald J. McKierman, of Connecticut, to 
be an Assistant Secretary of Commerce; 

B. Wayne Vance, of Virginia, to be general 
counsel of the Department of Transporta
tion; 

Dale A. Petroskey, of Michigan, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of Transportation; and 

T. Allan McArtor, of Tennessee, to be Ad
ministrator of the Federal Aviation Admin
istration. 

<The above nominations were report
ed with the recommendation that they 
be confirmed subject to the nominees' 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly 
constituted committee of the Senate.> 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, for 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation, I also report fa
vorably two nomination lists of the 
Coast Guard which previously ap
peared in their entirety in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORDS on June 16 and 
23, 1987, and, to save the expense of 
reprinting them on the Executive Cal
endar, I ask unanimous consent that 
they may lie at the Secretary's desk 
for the information of Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

sented to the President of the United The following bills and joint resolu
States the following enrolled joint res- tions were introduced, read the first 
olutions: and second time by unanimous con-

S.J. Res. 85. Joint resolution to designate sent, and referred as indicated: 
the period commencing on August 2, 1987, By Mr. BURDICK <for Mr. INOUYE> 
and ending on August 8, 1987, as "Interna- <for himself, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. BYRD, 
tional Special Olympics Week," and to des- Mr. DOLE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. HATCH, 
ignate August 3, 1987, as "International Mr. STENNIS, Mr. WEICKER, Mr. MAT-
Special Olympics Day," and SUNAGA, Mr. DODD, Mr. CRANSTON, 

S.J. Res. 138. Joint resolution to designate Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
the period commencing on July 13, 1987, DECONCINI, and Ms. MIKULSKI): 
and ending on July 26, 1987, as "U.S. Olym- S. 1488. A bill to amend the Public Health 
pie Festival-'87 Celebration," and to desig- Service Act to provide for the establishment 
nate July 17, 1987, as "U.S. Olympic Festi- of a National Center for Pediatric Emergen
val-'87 Day." . cy Medical Services and regional centers for 
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the provision of such services; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN <for himself, Mr. 
BAlJ'CUS, Mr. BoRBB, Mr. CHAn:E, Mr. 
DASCHLB, Mr. Dou:, Mr. Dl7REN
BDGD, Mr. Kmnul>Y, Mr. KERRY, 
Mr. MATSl71'AGA, Mr. Mrrcma.L, Mr. 
PRYOR, Mr. RmoLE, Mr. ROCKBFEL
LD, Mr. ROTH, Mr. WALLOP, and Mr. 
Hsmz): 

S. 1489. A bill to amend section 67 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to exempt 
certain publicly offered regulated invest
ment companies from the disallowance of 
indirect deductions through passthrough 
entities; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. SARBANF.s (for himself, Mr. 
S1110N, and Ms. MDroLsKI>: 

By Mr. SARBANF.s <for himself, Mr. 
SIMON, and Ms. MIKlJ'LSKI): 

S. 1490. A bill to designate certain employ
ees of the Library of -Congress as police, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Rules and Administration. 

By Mr. DECONCINI <for himself and 
Mr. CRANSTON): 

S. 1491. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to include systemic lupus 
erythematosis among the chronic diseases 
that are presumed to be service-connected 
for purposes of veterans compensation if oc
curing within 1 year from a veteran's dis
charge from active service; to the Commit
tee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON (for himself and 
Mr. BRBAtJX): 

S. 1492. A bill to name the Veterans' Ad
ministration Medical Center in Shreveport, 
LA, as the "Overton Brooks Veterans' Ad
ministration Medical Center"; to the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. BRADLEY <for himself and 
Mr. DoDD): 

S. 1493. A bill to clarify the authority of 
the Secretary of the Interior to make land 
exchanges within the Arctic National Wild
life Refuge; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. BURDICK <for Mr. 
INOUYE) ( for himself, Mr. BUR
DICK, Mr. BYRD, Mr. DOLE, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
STENNIS, Mr. WEICKER, Mr. 
MATSUNAGA, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
CRANSTON, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. DECONCINI, and 
Ms. MIKULSKI): 

S. 1488. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for the 
establishment of a National Center for 
Pediatric Emergency Medical Services 
and regional centers for the provision 
of such services; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

PEDIATRIC DIERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES ACT 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, today 
I offer the Pediatric Emergency Medi
cal Services Act of 1987. I offer this 
bill on behalf of Senator INOUYE and 
myself, as well as our majority leader, 
Senator BYRD; minority leader, Sena
tor DoLE; Senator STENNIS, chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee; 
Senator KDNEDY, chairman of the 
Labor and Human Resources Commit
tee; Senator HATCH, the ranking 

member of the Labor and Human Re
sources Committee; Senator WEICKER, 
ranking member of the Appropriations 
Subcommittee for Labor, Health and 
Human Services. In addition, Senators 
MATSUNAGA, DODD, CRANSTON, MOYNI
HAN, HOLLINGS, MIKULSKI, and DECON
CINI join in the introduction of this 
act. These distinguished Senators 
bring a long history of support for leg
islation to benefit children to their 
support for this bill. 

All too often in Federal legislation, 
the special needs of children are over
looked. The unique health care needs 
of children are no exception. Children 
cannot speak for themselves; and so 
we must act as their advocates. This 
bill addresses the special problem of 
childhood injuries. 

Injuries continue to be the leading 
cause of death for children over 1 year 
of age in this country. Even when a 
child's life is spared, accidents often 
lead to long-term disability. Each year, 
nearly 18 million American children 
require emergency medical care. We 
need a new approach to meet this 
problem. 

First, we must indentify ways to pre
vent injury. Second, we must refine 
our emergency medical services, and 
tailor them to meet the unique needs 
of injured children. Third, we must in
crease research into the circumstances 
that produce childhood injuries, and 
the behavior that puts children at 
risk. 

The bill we propose today takes this 
timely and necessary approach. It will 
establish a national center for pediat
ric emergency medical services, to de
velop standards for the care of injured 
children, and facilitate training for 
health . professionals, and conduct 
public information campaigns. 

Our bill provides grants to establish 
regional centers dedicated to the emer
gency medical care of children, and 
conduct research on the prevention 
and treatment of childhood injuries. 
The bill also gives priority to grant ap
plications from rural areas of the 
country-a provision dear to my heart. 

The problems of emergency care for 
children are magnified in rural areas, 
where people often live far from medi
cal help. In my home State of North 
Dakota, families on farms and in small 
comm.unities without hospitals fear 
that their children will fall victim to 
an accident, with help many miles 
away. 

As cochairman of the Senate rural 
health caucus, I feel a great responsi
bility to these parents, and believe 
that their call for help must be an
swered. The bill before us is a tremen
dous step in that direction. it is a step 
toward ending the injuries that kill 
and disable so many of our children. 

I would like to take a moment to 
salute the efforts of a fellow North 
Dakotan who has done much to place 
the special needs of children before 

Congress. Dr. Marvin Kolb has been to 
Washington, DC, many times to plead 
the case for special Federal involve
ment to address the unique health 
care needs of our children. Dr. Kolb 
and dedicated professionals like him 
have brought us the evidence we need 
to craft health legislation that re
sponds to real needs. The Pediatric 
Emergency Medical Services Reau
thorization Act of 1987 is one such re
sponse. Our children are our most pre
cious resource. When we safeguard 
their health, we protect the future of 
our Nation. I urge my colleagues to 
join us in this comprehensive program 
to build a safety net under our chil
dren, and keep them safe, happy, and 
healthy. I ask unanimous consent that 
the text of this bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S.1488 
Be it enacted. by the Senate and. House of 

Representativu of the United. States of 
America in Congress assembled., That this 
Act may be cited as the "Pediatric Emergen
cy Medical Services Act of 1987". 

ESTABLISJDD:NT or NATIONAL AND lllllGIONAL 
CENTERS 

SEC. 2. <a> Part B of title III of the Public 
Health Service Act is amended by inserting 
after section 314 the following new section: 

"NATIONAL AND REGIONAL CENTERS FOR 
PEDIATRIC EKERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES 

"SEC. 315. <a><l> The Secretary shall make 
a grant for fiscal year 1988 for the conduct 
of a study to determine the feasibility and 
advisability of establishing and operating a 
National Center for Pediatric Emergency 
Medical Services which meets the require
ments of subsection <c> <hereafter in this 
subsection referred to as the 'National 
Center'>. 

"(2) The Secretary shall request the Insti
tute of Medicine of the National Academy 
of Sciences to submit an application for a 
grant under paragraph < 1 >. If the Institute 
submits an acceptable application for a 
grant, the Secretary shall make such grant 
to the Institute. If the Institute does not 
submit an acceptable application for a 
grant, the Secretary shall request one or 
more appropriate nonprofit private entities 
to submit an application for such grant and 
shall make the grant to the entity which 
submits the best acceptable application. 

"(3) Within 6 months after the date of en
actment of this section, the recipient of a 
grant under paragraph < 1 > shall prepare and 
transmit to the Secretary a report describ
ing the results of the study conducted under 
such paragraph and containing recommen
dations concerntne the feasibility and advis
ability of establishing a National Center and 
such other recommendations as the recipi
ent considers appropriate. 

"<b><l> If, after reviewing the report re
quired by subsection <a><3> and after con
sulting with the American Academy of Pedi
atrics and the American College of Emer
gency Physicians, the Secretary determines 
it is feasible and advisable to establish a Na
tional Center, the Secretary shall make 
grants for fisca.l year 1989 and each succeed
ing fisca.l year to an appropriate public or 
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nonprofit private entity for the establish
ment and operation of a National Center. 

"(2) No grant may be made under this 
subsection unless an application therefor is 
submitted to the Secretary in such form, at 
such time, and containing such information 
as the Secretary may prescribe. 

"(c) The National Center referred to in 
subsections <a> and Cb> shall-

"CA> develop and disseminate appropriate 
standards for the provision of pediatric 
emergency medical care and for appropriate 
mechanisms to assure the quality of such 
care; 

"CB> conduct activities to facilitate the 
training of health professionals to provide 
pediatric emergency medical services, in
cluding minority health professionals; and 

"CC> develop and disseminate, through the 
print and broadcast media, information for 
the public on the prevention of, and appro
priate responses to, pediatric medical emer
gencies, including information on available 
national, State, and local pediatric emergen
cy medical services. 

"(d)(l) The Secretary shall make grants to 
States, public and nonprofit private entities, 
and academic institutions for the develop
ment, establishment, and operation of re
gional centers for pediatric emergency medi
cal services. Each regional center supported 
with a grant under this subsection shall-

"<A> train health professionals to provide 
pediatric emergency medical services, in
cluding minority health professionals; 

"CB) provide for the appropriate use of bi
lingual personnel (in the case of centers 
serving substantial numbers of individuals 
who are not fluent in English>; 

"<C> conduct research on the prevention 
and treatment of pediatric medical emer
gencies; and 

"<D> conduct activities relating to the pre
vention of pediatric medical emergencies, in
cluding activities to disseminate information 
and provide education to the public through 
the use of the print and broadcast media. 

"(2) In making grants under this subsec
tion, the Secretary shall give priority to

"CA> States and schools of medicine which 
received grants under section 1910 of this 
Act <as in effect on September 30, 1987>; and 

"CB> applicants which will provide pediat
ric emergency medical services in rural 
areas. 

"<3> No grant under this subsection for 
any fiscal year shall be less than $500,000. 

"(4) A grant under this subsection shall be 
made for a one-year period, and may be re
newed for two additional one-year periods. 

"(5) No grant may be made under this 
subsection unless an application is submit
ted to the Secretary in such form, at such 
time, and containing such information as 
the Secretary shall prescribe. An applica
tion under this subsection by a public or 
nonprofit private health care institution 
shall contain information demonstrating 
that the applicant has experience in the de
livery of, and the ability to deliver, pediatric 
medical services. 

"Ce> To carry out this section, there are 
authorized to be appropriated $5,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1988, and such sums as necessary 
for fiscal year 1989 and for fiscal year 1990. 
Of the amounts appropriated under this 
subsection for fiscal year 1988, up to 
$1,000,000 shall be available for the study 
required under subsection <a>.". 

Cb> Section 1910 of such Act is repealed. 
(c) The amendment made by subsection 

<a> and the repeal made by subsection <b> 
shall take effect on October l, 1987. 

91-059 0-89-44 (Pt. 14) 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, we all 
know that children are not merely 
small adults, and in no circumstance is 
this distinction more important than 
when a child is sick or injured. And 
yet, emergency care for desperately ill 
infants and children is often relegated 
to hospital staff who have not been 
suitably trained or equipped. Nurses, 
physicians and technicians skilled in 
handling gravely ill or injured adults 
can find themselves inadequate to deal 
with a desperately sick infant in an al
ready understaffed, chaotic emergency 
room designed for adult care. 

Emergency medical services have 
particular importance to children be
cause accidental injuries are their 
leading cause of death. In addition, 
certain diseases are especially virulent 
in children, such as meningitis, epi
glottitis, and pneumonia. When chil
dren enter the emergency medical care 
system, critically ill with trauma or 
disease, they and their families are 
particularly vulnerable. But it is at 
this crucial time that they are at 
greatest risk of being mismanaged. 
Why is this? 

First, most emergency rooms do not 
have personnel specially trained in pe
diatric emergency care. Children are 
special patients. They have different 
illnesses than adults: for instance epi
glottitis, an infectious disease that can 
cause obstruction of the airway and 
death within hours, is a disease rarely 
seen in adults. Their bodies respond 
differently to disease than those of 
adults, and what's worse, they often 
can't tell you where it hurts. So an 
infant may just "look bad," and it 
takes a trained eye to interpret the 
signs, make a diagnosis, and begin 
proper treatment quickly. It is not 
always easy to recognize a sick child. 
Children may die of a fulminant infec
tion, such as meningococcemia, within 
hours of being completely well. An in
nocent-appearing rash may herald a 
life-threatening infection. Children's 
baseline physiologic processes are dif
ferent: they have faster heart rates; 
they have normal heart murmurs; 
they metabolize drugs differently and 
so require customized dosages, calcu
lated on the basis of their weight. 
These are basic pediatric concepts, but 
the reality is that once one leaves the 
specialized centers, the delivery of 
emergency care to infants and chil
dren is often left to personnel whose 
training has included little or no in
struction in pediatrics. 

Second, children have small bodies, 
so they require special equipment for 
their care: tiny needles for drawing 
blood from their veins, small tubes for 
intubation should they need to be re
suscitated, special intravenous solu
tions. The absence of these in an 
emergency room can cause delay in di
agnosis or treatment that may be life
threatening. 

Third, the setting of pediatric emer
gency care is usually the adult emer
gency room, where children may be 
exposed to disturbing scenes of death, 
grief, violence, and trauma. 

Fourth, most emergency room per
sonnel do not know what to do when a 
child dies. The unexpected death of a 
child is a devastating event for a 
family; many marriages do not survive. 
When parents face the reality of a 
child's death, or the possibility that 
their child might die, they need 
knowledgeable, compassionate prof es
sionals to help them begin a healthy 
grieving process. 

In short, although we may buy 
something for a child to "grow into," 
emergency care is not in that category. 
An injured baby may not live long 
enough to grow into adult medical 
help. 

Mr. President, the legislation which 
Senators BYRD, DOLE, KENNEDY, 
HATCH, STENNIS, WEICKER, MATSUNAGA, 
DODD, CRANSTON, DECONCINI, MOYNI
HAN, HOLLINGS, BURDICK, MIKULSKI, 
and I are introducing today continues 
the pediatric emergency medical serv
ices project that was begun as a provi
sion of Public Law 98-555, the Preven
tion Health Amendments of 1984. Our 
proposal would build upon the founda
tion of regional pediatric emergency 
medical services projects begun under 
that initiation in order to establish a 
regional presence. We are especially 
pleased with the assistance that we 
have received over the past 3 years 
from the staff and leadership of the 
American Academy of Pediatrics in de
veloping a responsive emergency medi
cal services project for our Nation's 
children. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a supportive letter I received 
from the American Academy of Pedi
atrics be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Hon. DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

JUNE 30, 1987. 

DEAR SENATOR INOUYE: The American 
Academy of Pediatrics strongly supports 
your legislation to reauthorize the pediatric 
emergency medical services program. The 
need for this legislation is clear and dramat
ic. As you are well aware, over 18 million 
children go to hospital emergency rooms 
each year. Nevertheless, not all emergency 
rooms are well equipped or staffed to meet 
children's needs. Children are not "minia
ture adults." Their needs differ from adults 
physically, metabolically and emotionally. 
With your leadership, Congress recognized 
the significance of this problem four years 
ago when it provided a limited number of 
funds for demonstration grants. 

The existing programs have shown clearly 
that standards and protocols can be devel
oped to effectively coordinate pediatric 
emergency medical services systems. Yet, 
much more needs to be done. If passed, your 
legislation would fund nine more programs . 
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in addition to those already in existence. 
Commendably, your bill also emphasizes the 
needs of rural areas, and requires the Insti
tute of Medicine to conduct a study into the 
need for, and possible location of, a national 
center to assist states. 

The Academy applauds your ongoing ef
forts to ensure that our nation's children 
have access to quality care. In these times of 
budgetary constraint, this program has 
minimal cost in comparison with the dra
matic and far reaching positive impact it 
can have on our children's health. We look 
forward to working with you on this impor
tant effort. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM C. MONTGOMERY, M.D. 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for him
self, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. BOREN, 
Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. DAscHLE, Mr. 
DOLE, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. KERRY, Mr. MAT
SUNAGA, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. 
PRYOR, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. ROCKE
FELLER, Mr. ROTH, Mr. WALLOP, 
and Mr. HEINZ): 

S. 1489. A bill to amend section 67 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
exempt certain publicly offered regu
lated investment companies from the 
disallowance of indirect deductions 
through pass-thru entities; to the 
Committee on Finance. 
MODIFICATION OF SECTION 67 OF THE INTERNAL 

REVENUE CODE OF 19 8 6 

e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce legislation de
signed to limit the scope of section 
67Cc> of the Internal Revenue Code, 
relating to the disallowance of indirect 
deductions by pass-through entities. 
Section 67<c>, a part of the new "2-per
cent floor" on miscellaneous itemized 
deductions enacted in last year's Tax 
Reform Act of 1986, was intended as 
an antiabuse measure to prevent tax
payers from avoiding the 2-percent 
floor on deductions by means of pass
through entities. 

As presently drafted, however, sec
tion 67(c) will apply to all mutual 
funds and require some 20 million 
mutual fund shareholders to recognize 
"phantom income" -that is, they will 
have taxable income exceeding their 
actual net income from their mutual 
fund shares. Unless changed, section 
67Cc> will require that any mutual 
fund shareholder treat as additional 
income a portion of the mutual fund's 
expenditures for investment advice 
and similar expenses. Itemizing tax
payers may in some cases be able to 
take a deduction against the addition
al income-assuming the 2-percent 
floor is exceeded-but nonitemizers 
will have no recourse but to recognize 
and pay tax on phantom income-an 
exaction that they are not likely to 
forget or forgive. 

This goes far beyond what is neces
sary to prevent abuse. To state the ob
vious, mutual funds offered to the 
general public are not tax avoidance 
devices. Nor are they the province of 
the wealthy. Over half of mutual fund 

shareholders-excluding tax-exempt 
funds-have household income of less 
than $50,000, and over 40 percent have 
household income under $40,000. 
Some 38 percent of all mutual 
fund shareholders-excluding money 
market fund shareholders-are retired. 

The legiSlation that I introduce 
today is designed to preserve the origi
nal antiabuse intent of section 67Cc> 
while limiting its present too broad 
scope. The bill does so by exempting 
publicly offered mutual funds from 
section 67(c), while leaving the provi
sion fully applicable to any other 
mutual fund arrangement-ref erred to 
in tax parlance as regulated invest
ment companies [RIC's]. Thus, if a 
small group of wealthy investors were 
to organize a mutual fund in an effort 
to avoid the effect of the 2-percent 
floor, section 67Cc> would be fully ap
plicable to this arrangement. But the 
millions of shareholders of publicly of
fered mutual funds would not be 
caught in this net. 

I am very concerned about the 
impact of section 67<c> if we don't act 
to limit its scope to genuine abuse situ
ations. Unless we do something, some 
20 million mutual fund shareholders 
will receive form 1099 next January 
that attribute phantom income to 
them. I expect many will be initially 
confused and perhaps ultimately un
persuaded of the provision's merit. 
Moreover, the complexities faced by 
the Treasury and by the mutual funds 
in administering the provision are 
daunting. And not essential to the fair 
application of the tax laws. We must 
act, and we must act soon. Fifteen of 
my distinguished colleagues, including 
13 other members of the Finance 
Committee, have joined me today in 
support of this legislation, and I urge 
other Members of this body to give se
rious attention to this matter.e 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the statement of Senator 
WALLOP concerning this legislation 
appear in the RECORD immediately fol
lowing my remarks. 
• Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be an original cosponsor of 
a bill that will correct one of the many 
problems associated with the Tax 
Reform Act of 1986. 

Unless corrected, some 20 million 
people, of which some 38,000 reside in 
my State of Wyoming, will be greatly 
surprised when they receive their 
form 1099 from their mutual funds 
next year. Under the passive loss rules, 
mutual funds are required to report as 
much as 100 percent of their expenses 
as income to shareholders. In effect, 
the fund's income is reported on the 
basis of gross income to the sharehold
er even though the shareholder re
ceives only the net income. 

The shareholder's share of fund ex
penses are deductible to be sure, but 
only for those who itemize and only 

then if total miscellaneous itemized 
expenses exceed a 2-percent floor. The 
nonitemizer is left out in the cold, 
paying tax on income he did not re
ceive. This is obviously unfair. It is 
also interesting to note that several 
competing investments such as real 
estate investment trusts [REIT'sl are 
exempt from this provision. 

This legislation corrects the flaw by 
amending code section 67(c) of the In
ternal Revenue Code by granting an 
exception for qualifying mutual funds. 
This legislation will put a little fair
ness back in a tax law that was passed, 
as we all recall, to promote fairness.• 

By Mr. DECONCINI (for himself 
and Mr. CRANSTON): 

S. 1491. A bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to include system
ic lupus erythematosus among the 
chronic diseases that are presumed to 
be service-connected for purposes of 
veterans compensation if occurring 
within 1 year from a veterans' dis
charge from active service; to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

SYSTEMIC LUPUS ERYTHEMATOSUS 

e Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, 
along with the distinguished chairman 
of the Senate Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs, Senator CRANSTON, I am intro
ducing legislation today to include sys
temic lupus erythematosus, or SLE, 
among the chronic diseases which are 
presumed to be service connected if 
they occur within 1 year from the 
service. 

Service connection for diseases asso
ciated with military service are cur
rently covered by legislation in two 
main ways: first, when a disease origi
nally manifests itself during an indi
vidual's period of active military serv
ice; and second, when an individual's 
preexisting condition is aggravated 
during military service beyond the 
degree expected as a result of natural 
progression during the same time 
period. 

In addition to the two above-men
tion criteria, service connection may 
also be granted by way of the statuto
ry presumptions contained in section 
312 of title 38 of the United States 
Code. Subsection <a>Cl> of that section 
provides that service connection may 
be granted for any of the chronic dis
eases delineated in section 301(3) of 
title 38, if the disease becomes mani
fest to a degree of 10 percent or more 
within 1 year following an individual's 
discharge from military service. This 
bill proposes to amend section 301<3> 
by adding SLE to the list of presump
tive diseases. 

SLE is a potentially fatal disease of 
unknown origin wherein a victim's 
immune system, instead of attacking a 
foreign invader such as a bacterium, 
attacks part of the person's own 
body-usually a variety of physiologi
cal systems. Among the organs and tis-
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sues that can be affected are the skin, 
joints, serous membranes, kidneys, 
lungs, nervous system, elements in the 
blood, blood vessels, and the heart. 
The manifestations of SLE can be 
quite diverse and include such symp
toms as joint inflamation, fever, a red 
skin rash, pleurisy, anemia, pneumo
nia, decreased blood platelets, brain in
volvement, kidney, heart, and eye dis
ease. Since no cure currently exists for 
this disorder affecting over 500,000 
Americans, SLE treatment can only be 
aimed at symptomatic relief of the dis
ease rather than its elimination. 

A number of factors, both genetic 
and environmental, rather than one 
single cause, are thought to bring 
about this illness. The genetic basis 
determining an individual's suscepti
bility to the disease seems to vary 
from person-to-person and certain en
vironmental agents can also apparent
ly trigger the disease. As Dr. Alfred 
Steinberg of the National Institute of 
Arthritis stated, "It appears that SLE 
may be caused by a combination of 
several genes plus additional environ
mental factors." 

Difficulties in treating SLE and trac
ing its origin to military service center 
around its variable symptoms and clin
ical course. Since there is not one clini
cal picture which definitely applies to 
each patient, nor is there one single 
diagnositc test for the disease, criteria 
have been developed to provide a prob
ability that a patient with signs and 
symptoms suggestive of SLE does, in 
fact, have the disease. However, many 
patients go undiagnosed because their 
disease is very mild; other because 
they fail to show enough of the signs 
and laboratory features to allow a de
finitive diagnosis. Also, because of its 
variable presentation, some patients 
with other diseases are mistakenly di
agnosed as having SLE, while others 
with SLE are incorrectly diagnosed as 
having some other malady. 

SLE's clinical course can also be dif
ficult to detect. In some patients, the 
disease is rapidly progressive. Al
though the disease may start acutely, 
the course of the disease is usually 
chronic and irregular, with periods of 
activity alternating with periods of re
mission. All signs and symptoms of 
systemic lupus may disappear during 
periods of remission-in some cases 
never to return and in others only 
temporarily absent for months or 
years. 

Because of the difficulty of diagnos
ing SLE in its early stages, I believe 
the 1-year, postservice period sought 
by this bill for SLE victims is warrant
ed and would allow additional and nec
essary time for a more accurate diag
nosis of this hard-to-identify disease 
because of the "come-and-go" nature 
of its symptoms. 

It is also important to note that sys
temic lupus does not occur with equal 
incidence among the sexes or among 

racial groups. Although lupus can po
tentially affect anyone at any age, it is 
most prevalent among individuals be
tween the ages of 15 and 45, and is es
pecially predominant among women, 
blacks, and certain North American 
Indian tribes. Overall, young women 
comprise about 90 percent of lupus vic
tims. The overall annual incidence of 
SLE in the United States is approxi
mately 6 new cases per 100,000 people 
for relatively low-risk populations and 
approximately 35 new cases for rela
tively high-risk populations. I have a 
personal interest in this disease since a 
young woman on my staff, who had 
always been in good health, was re
cently stricken by lupus. It required 
an extended period of time and many 
laboratory tests before the physicians 
were able to definitively diagnose the 
disease. 

This bill poses the simple question 
whether we are willing, as a matter of 
legislative priority, to give the benefit 
of the doubt to a veteran who clearly 
manifested symptoms of a very serious 
and insidious disease, SLE, for the 
first time within a year following dis
charge from the Armed Forces. In 
that case, as is the case with most 
chronic diseases, we can reasonably 
conclude with some certainty that the 
disease had its onset during service. It 
would not be an irrevocable presump
tion. Where the evidence contradicts 
the claim, to prove that there was no 
causation, that situation would war
rant that the claim be disallowed. The 
only question here is whether this spe
cific condition warrants shifting the 
burden of evidence from the individual 
veteran who confronts the dual diffi
culty of suffering from the disease and 
lack of knowledge or resources to 
pursue a claim for benefits during that 
1-year period after discharge. I believe 
this modest extension of 1 year's time 
is only fair to the American veteran. 

With increased female enlistment in 
military service, this bill is both perti
nent and timely. I hope my colleagues 
will support this measure to include 
systemic lupus erythematosus among 
those chronic diseases listed under sec
tion 301<3> of title 38 of the United 
States Code, which is a particular in
terest to female and other minority 
veterans.• 

By Mr. JOHNSTON (for himself 
and Mr. BREAUX): 

S. 1492. A bill to name the Veterans' 
Administration Medical Center in 
Shreveport, LA, as the "Overton 
Brooks Veterans' Administration Med
ical Center"; to the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs. 

OVERTON BROOKS VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION 
MEDICAL CENTER 

e Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing, with my col
league Senator BREAUX, a bill to name 
the Veterans' Administration Medical 
Center in Shreveport, . LA, as the 

"Overton Brooks Veterans' Adminis
tration Medical Center." 

Congressman Brooks served in the 
U.S. House of Representatives for 25 
years representing the Fourth Con
gressional District of Louisiana. 
During his tenure in Congress he took 
considerable interest in veterans legis
lation. Mr. Brooks, himself a veteran 
of WWI, worked diligently on legisla
tion to protect the rights of veterans 
and to ensure the United States had a 
well-trained Reserve. Most of the 
major Reserve bills enacted during the 
period he served in Congress bear his 
name as principal sponsor. While a 
Member of Congress, Mr. Brooks 
helped write the GI bill of rights; ad
vanced the idea of terminal leave for 
all enlisted men and pay for this time; 
and actively fought to increase com
pensation paid to disabled veterans 
and to the widows and orphans of vet
erans. 

Today, some 15 years after Mr. 
Brooks' tenure in Congress, veterans 
continue to benefit from his hard 
work on their behalf. Given Congress
man Brooks' dedication to improving 
the quality of life for those men and 
women who served in the armed serv
ices, it is only fitting that we rename 
the VA hospital in Shreveport, LA, the 
"Overton Brooks Veterans' Adminis
tration Medical Center." This is a 
small but duly noted tribute to a man 
who not only was a great friend to the 
veterans in the State of Louisiana but 
to those all across the country.e 

By Mr. BRADLEY (for himself 
and Mr. DODD): 

S. 1493. A bill to clarify the author
ity of the Secretary of the Interior to 
make land exchanges within the 
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 
LAND EXCHANGES WITHIN THE ARCTIC NATIONAL 

WILDLIFE REFUGE 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Arctic Refuge 
Land Exchange Act. This brief legisla
tion has a simple purpose: to assure an 
orderly review and decision by Con
gress on the question of oil and gas de
velopment in Alaska's Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge CANWRJ. 

In 1980, in adopting the Alaska Na
tional Interest Lands Conservation 
Act, the Congress clearly reserved to 
itself the decision over the fate of the 
coastal region. We never intended, nor 
would we have allowed, the circumven
tion of this right through a loophole 
which would permit the exchange of 
lands and exploratory rights to others 
without congressional review. But the 
administration now asserts that land 
swaps are possible without congres
sional approval, though they intend to 
seek approval for their current propos
al. The legislation I introduce today 
reasserts the need for congressional 
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approval of any land exchanges in 
ANWR. 

It's well known that the Department 
of the Interior has been involved ac
tively in negotiating with the Alaskan 
Native groups for the exchange of 
lands and subsurface mineral rights in 
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. I 
call to my colleagues' attention an ar
ticle in yesterday's Wall Street Jour
nal. While the acreage involved in the 
ANWR exchanges has been small
roughly 30,000 acres out of a 1.5-mil
lion-acre coastal plain-the implica
tions of an exchange are enormous. In 
its April "Report and Recommenda
tions to the Congress," the Depart
ment of the Interior identified 26 sig
nificant prospects for oil and gas de
velopment. Thirty thousand acres is 
plenty if your goal is the total explora
tion and characterization of the 
refuge. This fact is not lost on the 
eight major oil companies who have 
already contracted for drilling rights 
on any acreage eventually transferred. 

At recent hearings before the 
Energy Committee, the issue of land 
exchanges was distracting and disrup
tive. Although Secretary Hodel went 
to great lengths to f oreswear any 
action on land exchanges without con
gressional approval, his statement is 
certainly not binding on other or sub
sequent administration officials and 
the President. Furthermore, his state
ments must be balanced against public 
pronouncements by other Interior of
ficials that: first, existing law gives the 
administration the authority to per
form the exchanges without congres
sional review; and second, that such 
exchanges might allow exploration-as 
opposed to development-to occur 
prior to a congressional decision on 
ANWR. 

Mr. President, let me state emphati
cally that I do not believe that the ad
ministration has these powers with re
spect to lands in ANWR. Yet, it's clear 
from the statements of others that 
there is some ambiguity here. This leg
islation is meant to resolve clearly and 
finally this issue. I might add that this 
is not intended in any way to be an as
sault on the integrity or personal word 
of the Secretary of the Interior. On 
the contrary, I hope he will support 
me with this legislation. It does noth
ing other than codify what Mr. Hodel 
has unequivocally stated is his inten
tion. The legislation serves a valuable 
and positive purpose, to reduce the 
doubt and speculation that now char
acterizes too much of the debate over 
ANWR. The current uncertainty dis
courages orderly deliberation and reso
lution of critical decisions about the 
future of the Alaskan coast. This legis
lation does nothing except to lift this 
cloud that's been a source of allega
tions, mistrust, and aggravation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the legislative text and 
the Wall Street Journal article printed 

in the RECORD at the conclusion of 
these remarks. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1493 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That any 
exchange of lands or interests therein in
volving lands within the Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge by the Secretary of the In
terior pursuant to the Alaska National In
terest Lands Conservation Act of 1980 or 
any other provision of law shall be subject 
to prior approval by law. 

CFrom the Wall Street Journal July 13, 
1987] 

OIL RIGHTS AT ALASKAN REFUGE AUCTIONED 
DESPITE ENVIRONMENTAL, OTHER OPPOSITION 

<By Robert E. Taylor> 
WASHINGTON.-ln a setting reminiscent of 

a professional football draft, a host of Alas
kan native corporations and their oil-indus
try partners carved up part of the most 
promising unexplored oil field in North 
America. 

The Interior Department, defying opposi
tion from leading lawmakers, environmental 
groups and the state of Alaska, last week 
conditionally auctioned off rights to oil 
under the coastal plain of the Arctic Nation
al Wildlife Refuge to Alaskan native corpo
rations. 

This "mega-trade" is conditioned on final 
review by the native groups within 10 days, 
and approval by Congress. Preparations for 
the deal have been conducted in secret for 
about a year by native corporations, the de
partment and oil companies. Last week's ses
sions in an Arlington, Va., hotel were unan
nounced; a reporter was turned away Friday 
from the second of two days of land selec
tion by the native groups. 

FORMED IN THE 1970S 
In the 1970s, the federal government 

formed the native corporations to hold 
lands deeded by the government to Eskimos 
and Indians to settle their claims. 

Instead of bidding cash in this auction, 
the native groups offered huge tracts from 
wildlife refuges elsewhere in the state. The 
Interior Department's Fish and Wildlife 
Service says it wants to obtain these native 
lands in order to consolidate control over 
certain refuges. In return, the natives stand 
to obtain commercially valuable lands that 
oil companies already have agreed to lease 
from them. 

Critics call the trade either a giveaway of 
valuable public resources or a way to in
crease pressure on Congress to permit oil 
development on 1.5 million acres of the 
refuge in northeastern Alaska. George 
Miller, chairman of the House Water and 
Power Subcommittee, has termed it "a sub
terfuge to provide access to these lands to 
the oil companies." 

But William Hom, assistant secretary of 
the interior for fish, wildlife and parks, de
fended the arrangement as "an unequaled 
opportunity to add some very important 
land to the wildlife ecosystem." He said his 
agency expects to obtain about 900,000 acres 
of prime wildlife habitat in exchange for a 
fraction of that acreage on the coastal 
plain. 

If commercially recoverable oil deposits 
are found, the Interior Department esti
mates the entire plain would yield 3.2 billion 

barrels, and possibly more than the giant 
Prudhoe Bay oil field, 100 miles to the west. 

BEAR HABITAT 
Other participants say the wildlife lands 

include large portions of bear habitat on 
Kodiak Island, salmon rivers on the Kenai 
Peninsula, waterfowl wetlands in western 
Alaska and seabird nesting areas in the 
Aleutian Islands. 

Mr. Hom declined to say how much land 
the native groups selected in return, but the 
figure of 33,000 acres has been discussed in 
congressional hearings. He said he planned 
to disclose the general results to some mem
bers of Congress in a few weeks, then send 
lawmakers a detailed environmental-impact 
statement early next year. 

COURT CHALLENGE 

The sessions came shortly before a hear
ing in federal court in Anchorage this 
Friday on a court challenge to the auction 
by a host of environmental groups demand
ing a formal impact assessment before the 
land selections. For varying reasons, the 
deal also is opposed by Democratic leaders 
in both houses of Congress. 

The state of Alaska withdrew from the 
land exchanges and opposes them. Gov. 
Steve Cowper said the state and federal gov
ernments lack enough understanding of the 
area's geology "to assure that either the 
state will obtain desirable lands or that 
highly prospective tracts are not traded 
away without sufficient compensation." 

British Petroleum Co., its Standard Oil 
Co. unit, and Chevron Corp. are the only 
concerns to have data from a 1984 explora
tory well on the plain. They leased tracts 
from the native Arctic Slope Regional Corp. 
and Kaktovik Inupiat Corp. after those 
groups acquired rights to about 92,000 acres 
in a prior land selection and exchange. 

Last week's auction is believed to have in
volved at least four regional native corpora
tions and a host of smaller village corpora
tions. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 272 

At the request of Mr. HUMPHREY, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. KARNES] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 272, a bill to require certain 
individuals who perform abortions to 
obtain informed consent. 

s. 273 

At the request of Mr. HUMPHREY, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. KARNES] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 273, a bill to require certain 
individuals who perform abortions to 
obtain informed consent. 

s. 274 

At the request of Mr. HUMPHREY, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. KARNES] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 27 4, a bill to restrict the use 
of Federal funds available to the 
Bureau of Prisons to perform abor
tions. 

s. 322 

At the request of Mr. SARBANES, the 
name of the Senator from California 
[Mr. CRANSTON] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 322, a bill to authorize 
the Alpha Phi Alpha Fraternity to es-
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tablish a memorial to Martin Luther 
King, Jr., in the District of Columbia. 

s. 368 

At the request of Mr. MATSUNAGA, 
the name of the Senator from Missis
sippi CMr. STENNIS] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 368, a bill to amend the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
to ban the reimportation of drugs in 
the United States, to place restrictions 
on drug samples, to ban certain resales 
of drugs purchased by hospitals and 
other health care facilities, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 381 

At the request of Mr. HELMS, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
CMr. KARNES] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 381, a bill to protect the lives 
of unborn human beings. 

s. 422 

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
CMr. PRYOR] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 422, a bill to amend title XIX of 
the Social Security Act to permit 
States to provide Medicaid benefits to 
additional poor children and pregnant 
women. 

S.446 

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
CMr. STAFFORD] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 446, a bill to amend the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to disallow 
deductions for advertising expenses 
for tobacco products. 

s. 476 

At the request of Mr. DODD, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
CMr. ADAMS] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 476, a bill to provide assistance in 
the development of new or improved 
programs to help younger persons 
through grants to the States for com
munity planning, services, and train
ing; to establish within the Depart
ment of Health and Human Services 
an operating agency to be designated 
as the Administration on Children, 
Youth, and Families; and to provide 
for a White House Conference on 
Young Americans. 

s. 567 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, 
the name of the Senator from Michi
gan CMr. LEvIN] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 567, a bill to clarify the 
circumstances under which territorial 
provisions in licenses to distribute and 
sell trademarked malt beverage prod
ucts are lawful under the antitrust 
laws. 

s. 750 

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
CMr. ExoNl was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 750, a bill to amend the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 to authorize ap
propriations for the Child Survival 
Fund. 

s. 840 

At the request of Mr. THuRMoND, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu
setts CMr. KERRY], the Senator from 
Nebraska CMr. EXON], and the Senator 
from Louisiana CMr. JOHNSTON] were 
added as a cosponsors of S. 840, a bill 
to recognize the organization known 
as the 82d Airborne Division Associa
tion, Incorporated. 

s. 912 

At the request of Mr. ExoN, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsylva
nia CMr. HEINZ] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 912, a bill to amend the 
Rural Electrification Act of 1936 to 
permit the prepayment of Federal fi
nancing bank loans made to rural elec
trification and telephone systems, and 
for other purposes. 

s. 1106 

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
CMr. BUMPERS] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1106, a bill to provide for si
multaneous, mutual, and verifiable 
moratorium on underground nuclear 
explosions above a low-yield threshold. 

s. 1242 

At the request of Mr. HUMPHREY, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
CMr. KARNES] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1242, a bill to prohibit the use 
of Federal funds for abortions except 
where the life of the mother would be 
endangered, and to prohibit the provi
sion under title X of the Public Health 
Service Act of Federal family planning 
funds to organizations that perform or 
ref er for abortions, except where the 
life of the mother would be endan
gered, and for other purposes. 

s. 1250 

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
CMr. GoREl was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1250, a bill to strengthen the 
criminal justice partnership between 
the States and the Federal Govern
ment. 

s. 1260 

At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. ARMSTRONG] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1260, a bill entitled the 
"Federal Land Exchange Facilitation 
Act of 1987". 

s. 1265 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois CMr. 
SIMON] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1265, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act and the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to provide mini
mum health benefits for all workers in 
the United States. 

s. 1320 

At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the 
name of the Senator from Maine CMr. 
MITCHELL] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1320, a bill to provide adequate 
funding levels for solar energy re
search and development, to encourage 
Federal procurement of solar energy 

systems, to encourage Federal loans 
for solar energy equipment, to en
hance the international competitive
ness of the solar industry, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 1366 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from Maine CMr. 
MITCHELL] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1366, a bill to revise and extend the 
programs of assistance under title X of 
the Public Health Service Act. 

s. 1370 

At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro
lina CMr. HOLLINGS] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1370, a bill to provide 
special rules for health insurance costs 
of self-employed individuals. 

s. 1393 

At the request of Mr. HEINZ, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
CMr. BOND] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1393, a bill to amend title 39, 
United States Code, to designate as 
nonmailable matter any private solici
tation which ·is offered in terms ex
pressing or implying that the off eror 
of the solicitation is, or is affiliated 
with, certain Federal agencies, unless 
such solicitation contains conspicuous 
notice that the Government is not 
making such solicitation, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 1419 

At the request of Mr. HEINZ, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1419, a bill to prevent ground water 
contamination by pesticides. 

s. 1451 

At the request of Mr. HEINZ, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
CMr. ROTH] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1415, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to improve veter
ans' benefits for former prisoners of 
war. 

s. 1462 

At the request of Mr. HEFLIN, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro
lina CMr. THURMOND] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1462, a bill to designate 
the Courthouse and Post Office Build
ing at 83 Meeting Street in Charles
ton, SC, as the "Ernest Frederick Hol
lings Charleston Judicial Building." 

s. 1468 

At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, the 
names of the Senator from New Jersey 
CMr. BRADLEY], the Senator from 
North Carolina CMr. SANFORD], the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
HOLLINGS], the Senator from Hawaii 
CMr. MATSUNAGA], the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. COCHRAN], and the 
Senator from Massachusetts CMr. 
KERRY] were added as cosponsors of S. 
1468, a bill to provide for a Samantha 
Smith Memorial Exchange Program to 
promote youth exchanges between the 
United States and the Soviet Union, 
and for other purposes. 
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SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 106 

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Florida 
CMr. GRAHAM] was added as a cospon
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 106, a 
joint resolution to recognize the Dis
abled American Veterans Vietnam 
Veterans National Memorial as a me
morial of national significance. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 136 

At the request of Mr. HUMPHREY, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia 
CMr. NUNN] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 136, a joint 
resolution to designate the week of 
December 13, 1987, through December 
19, 1987, as "National Drunk and 
Drugged Driving Awareness Week.'' 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 155 

At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from Virginia 
CMr. TRIBLE], and the Senator from 
Vermont CMr. LEAHY] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
155, a joint resolution to designate the 
period commencing on September 13, 
1987, and ending on September 19, 
1987, as "National Reye's Syndrome 
Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 157 

At the request of Mr. GORE, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
CMr. BOND] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 157, a joint 
resolution to designate the month of 
October 1987, as "Lupus Awareness 
Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 168 

At the request of Mr. MELCHER, the 
names of the Senator from Arkansas 
CMr. BUMPERS], the Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. Go RE], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG], the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEvIN], 
the Senator from Hawaii CMr. MATSU
NAGA], the Senator from Idaho CMr. 
McCLURE], the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. METZENBAUM], the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER], the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
SANFORD], the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. THURMOND], and the 
Senator from California CMr. WILSON] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 168, a joint resolu
tion designating the week beginning 
October 25, 1987, as "National Adult 
Immunization Awareness Week." 

SENATE RESOLUTION 31 

At the request of Mr. HUMPHREY, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
CMr. KARNES] was added as a cospon
sor of Senate Resolution 31, a joint 
resolution expressing the sense of the 
Senate with respect to the situation in 
Afghanistan. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 32 

At the request of Mr. HUMPHREY, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. KARNEs] was added as a cospon
sor of the Senate Resolution 32, a res
olution designating Robert B. Dove as 
a Parliamentarian Emeritus. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 218 

At the request of Mr. QUAYLE, the 
names of the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. DANFORTH], the Senator from 
Minnesota CMr. DURENBERGER], the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP], 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], 
and the Senator from Washington 
CMr. EVANS] were added as cosponsors 
of the Senate Resolution 218, a resolu
tion to express the sense of the Senate 
that each Senate committee that re
ports legislation that requires employ
ers to provide new employee benefits 
secure an objective analysis of the 
impact of the legislation on employ
ment and international competitive
ness and include an analysis of the 
impact in the report of the committee 
on the legislation. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 248 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
names of the Senator from Florida 
CMr. CHILES], and the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] were 
added as cosponsors of the Senate 
Resolution 248, a resolution support
ing the people of Haiti in their efforts 
to obtain respect for human rights and 
the holding of free and fair elections 
in Haiti, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 356 

At the request of Mr. McCONNELL, 
the name of the Senator from Wyo
ming CMr. WALLOP] was added as a co
sponsor of the amendment No. 356 
proposed to S. 1420, a bill to authorize 
negotiation of reciprocal trade agree
ments, to strengthen U.S. trade laws, 
and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 488 

At the request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the 
names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. KASTEN], the Senator from New 
York [Mr. D'AMA-rol, the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. PACKWOOD], and the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND] 
were added as cosponsors of the 
amendment No. 488 proposed to S. 
1420, a bill to authorize negotiations 
of reciprocal trade agreements, to 
strengthen U.S. trade laws, and for 
other purposes. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

OMNIBUS TRADE AND 
COMPETITIVENESS ACT 

MURKOWSKI AMENDMENT NO. 
492 

<Ordered to lie on the table). 
Mr. MURKOWSKI submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to amendment No. 367 pro
posed by Mr. MOYNIHAN to the bill (S. 
1420) to authorize negotiations of re
ciprocal trade agreements, to strength
en U.S. trade laws, and for other pur
poses; as follows: 

At the end of the amendment, add the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

CS> the United States should, as an alter
native to reflagging of Kuwaiti vessels, offer 
to charter or lease United States domestic 
tankers to Kuwait for the transport of 
crude oil. 

DOLE <AND WARNER> 
AMENDMENT NOS. 493 AND 494 
<Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. DOLE (for himself and Mr. 

WARNER) submitted two amendments 
intended to be proposed by him to 
amendment No. 367 proposed by Mr. 
MOYNIHAN to the bill S. 1420, supra; as 
follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 493 
In lieu of the language proposed to be in

serted insert the following: 
2010. POLICY TOW ARD PROTECTION OF RE

FLAGGED KUWAITI TANKERS IN TIIE 
PERSIAN GULF. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that
(1) the United States has vital economic 

interest in the export of oil from the Per
sian Gulf region: 

C2) the United States has long-term impor
tant strategic and geopolitical interests in 
the Persian Gulf region, including the secu
rity and stability of all states in the region, 
the pursuit of which requires the freedom 
of navigation in the Persian Gulf and con
tiguous international waters and the pre
vention of hegemony in the region by either 
Iran or Iraq; 

<3> the continuation of the Iran-Iraq war 
constitutes a grave threat to these interests; 

(4) the expansion of the Iran-Iraq war 
threatens the terr itorial integrity and sove
reignty of the Persian Gulf states, and, in 
particular, the pattern of intimidation 
against noncombatant states, recently fo
cused on Kuwait, has raised serious and le
gitimate concerns; 

(5) the President is planning to extend a 
protection regime to cover reflagged <Ku
waiti) tankers; 

<6> after considering the report of the Sec
retary of Defense submitted to the Congress 
at its request, Congressional testimony, 
Congressional investigations in the Persian 
Gulf region, and consultation with adminis
tration officials, the administration should 
make further interagency assessments re
garding: Ca) both military and terrorist 
threats, including mine detection and de
fense, <b> the need for any facilities for 
land-based aircraft, and Cc> the impact of 
the reflagging plan on the U.S. merchant 
marine. 

<b> PoLicY.-It is the sense of the Con
gress that-

< 1 > The United States should continue to 
seek a peaceful settlement of the Iran-Iraq 
war through all diplomatic means; 

(2) The United States should pursue, 
through the United Nations Security Coun
cil and other international diplomatic chan
nels, efforts-

<A> to effect mandatory sanctions, includ
ing an arms embargo, against any combat
ant state which fails to cooperate in the es
tablishment of a negotiated cease-fire and 
withdrawal; and 

CB> to promote a cessation by Iran and 
Iraq of all attacks on shipping in the Per
sian Gulf, as part of a comprehensive ap
proach to ending the war, including both a 
cease-fire and withdrawal to borders; 

(3) The United States should deploy such 
military assets in, or proximate to, the Per
sian Gulf as may be necessary to protect the 
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right of free transit through international 
waters, and should work closely with the 
Persian Gulf states to reestablish stability, 
security, and peace in the region; 

<4> In implementing the policy described 
in paragraphs <1> through <3>. the President 
should take such steps as he deems neces
sary to achieve the cooperation of interest
ed parties, particularly naval powers among 
the major importers of Persian Gulf oil and 
the members of the Gulf Cooperation Coun
cil <GCC>; 

(5) Should the United Nations Security 
Council efforts not be productive, the Presi
dent should seek the convening of a confer
ence of the major allied importers and GCC 
exporters of Persian Gulf oil to assess 
means for ensuring the free flow of oil, pro
moting freedom of navigation, deescalating 
tensions and hostilities, contributing to the 
search for a negotiated end to the Iran-Iraq 
war, and developing a long-term policy 
which advances the strategic interests of 
the West and of the states in the region; 

(6) Prior to implementing definitive initia
tives, including reflagging and protecting 
Kuwaiti tankers, measures described in this 
concurrent resolution should be fully con
sidered, in consultation with Congress, and 
pursued. 

(7) The United States should preserve its 
military flexibility in the Persian Gulf, and 
should explore further cooperative efforts, 
involving other naval powers and the re
gional states, to ensure the free transit of 
oil. 

AMENDMENT No. 494 
In lieu of the language proposed to be in

serted, insert the following: 
SEC. 2010. POLICY TOW ARD PROTECTION OF RE

FLAGGED KUWAITI TANKERS IN THE 
PERSIAN GULF. 

<a> FINDINGs.-The Congress finds that-
< 1 > the United States has a vital strategic 

interest in the export of oil from the Per
sian Gulf region: 

<2> the United States has long-term impor
tant strategic and geopolitical interests in 
the Persian Gulf region, including the secu
rity and stability of the states in the region, 
the pursuit of which requires the freedom 
of navigation in the Persian Gulf and adja
cent waters and the prevention of hegemo
ny in the region by either Iran or Iraq; 

(3) the continuation of the Iran-Iraq war 
constitutes a grave threat to these interests; 

(4) the expansion of the Iran-Iraq war 
threatens the territorial integrity and sover
eignty of the Persian Gulf states, and, in 
particular, the pattern of intimidation prac
tices against noncombatant states, recently 
focused on Kuwait, has raised serious and 
legitimate concerns; 

(5) the President has proposed the protec
tion, through the use of convoy escorts by 
United States Navy ships, of Kuwaiti-owned 
tankers flying the United States flag; 

(6) the Congress has examined the ration
ale for this proposal and the specific 
manner in which it would be implemented, 
including a careful review of the report enti
tled "Report On Security Arrangements In 
The Persian Gulf", which report was sub
mitted by the Secretary of Defense to the 
Congress at its request; and 

(7) further assessments are needed regard
ing the threat of terrorist attacks, mine war
fare detection and defense, and the need for 
any required facilities for land-based air
craft. 

<b> PoLicY.-It is the sense of the Con
gress that-

< 1 > the United States should seek a settle
ment of the Iran-Iraq war through all diplo
matic means; 

(2) the United States should pursue, 
through the United Nations Security Coun
cil and other international diplomatic chan
nels, efforts-

<A> to effect mandatory sanctions, includ
ing an arms embargo, against any combat
ant state which fails to cooperate in the es
tablishment of a negotiated cease-fire; and 

<B> to promote a cessation by Iran and 
Iraq on attacks against shipping in the Per
sian Gulf; 

(3) the United States should deploy such 
naval forces in, or proximate to, the Persian 
Gulf as may be necessary to protect the 
right of free transit through the Strait of 
Hormuz, and should work closely with the 
Persian Gulf states to reestablish stability, 
security, and peace in the region; 

<4> in implementing the policy described 
in paragraphs <1> through (3), the President 
should take such steps as he deems neces
sary to achieve the cooperation of interest
ed parties, particularly naval powers among 
the major importers of Persian Gulf oil and 
the nations of the Gulf Cooperation Coun
cil; 

(5) the President should seek the conven
ing of a conference of the exporters and im
porters of Persian Gulf oil to assess means 
for ensuring the free flow of oil, promoting 
freedom of navigation, deescalating tensions 
and hostilities, contributing to the search 
for a negotiated end to the Iran-Iraq war, 
and developing a long-term policy which ad
vances the strategic interests of the West 
and of the states in the region; 

<6> the United States should preserve its 
military flexibility in the Persian Gulf and 
should explore further cooperative efforts, 
involving other naval powers and the re
gional states, to ensure the free transit of 
oil. 

QUAYLE <AND BUMPERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 495 

Mr. QUAYLE <for himself and Mr. 
BUMPERS) proposed an amendment to 
the bill S. 1420, supra; as follows: 

On page 643, between the end of the table 
of contents and line 1, insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. . IMPACT OF NEW EMPLOYEE BENEFITS ON 

EMPLOYMENT AND INTERNATIONAL 
COMPETITIVENESS. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Senate finds that-
(1) in times of budgetary stringency, it is 

difficult to enact legislation providing new 
employee benefits at an additional cost to 
the taxpayer; 

(2) there is an attractive theory that em
ployee benefits can be provided at no cost to 
the taxpayer by requiring that the benefits 
be provided by employers; and 

<3> requiring employers to provide new 
employee benefits imposes substantial costs 
on employers <especially small businesses> 
the economy <in terms of international com
petitiveness), and employees (in terms of 
lost jobs). 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.-It is the sense 
of the Senate that each Senate committee 
that reports legislation requiring employers 
to provide new employee benefits-

< 1) secure an objective analysis of the 
impact of the legislation on employers <es
pecially small businesses), the economy (in 
terms of international competitiveness>. and 
employees (in terms of lost jobs), before the 
committee reports the legislation; and 

(2) include an analysis of the impact in 
the report of the committee on the legisla
tion. 

KENNEDY AMENDMENT NO. 496 
Mr. KENNEDY proposed an amend

ment to amendment No. 495 proposed 
by Mr. QUAYLE <and Mr. BUMPERS) to 
the bill S. 1420, supra; as follows: 

On page 1, beginning with line 6, strike 
out all through the end of the amendment 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

<1 > legislation requiring employers to pro
vide new employee benefits or otherwise af
fecting employment levels and conditions 
may impose both benefits and costs on em
ployers, employees, and taxpayers; and 

<2> such legislation may also benefit or 
hinder the international competitiveness of 
United States firms. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.-It is the sense 
of the Senate that each Senate committee 
that reports legislation requiring employers 
to provide employee benefits or otherwise 
affecting employment levels and conditions 
should-

< 1) secure objective analysis of the bene
fits and costs of the legislation to employ
ees, employers, and the international com
petitiveness of the economy before the com
mittee reports the legislation; and 

(2) include an analysis of the matters de
scribed in clause < 1) in the report of the 
committee on the legislation. 

QUAYLE AMENDMENT NO. 497 
Mr. QUAYLE proposed an amend

ment to the bill S. 1420, supra; as fol
lows: 

On page 643, between the end of the table 
of contents and line 1, insert the following 
new section: 
SEC. . IMPACT OF NEW EMPLOYEE BENEFITS ON 

EMPLOYMENT AND INTERNATIONAL 
COMPETITIVENESS. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Senate finds that-
(1) in times of budgetary stringency, it is 

difficult to enact legislation providing new 
employee benefits at an additional cost to 
the taxpayer; 

(2) employee benefits can be provided at 
no direct cost to the taxpayer by requiring 
that the benefits be provided by employers; 
and 

(3) requiring employers to provide new 
employee benefits may impose substantial 
costs on employers <especially small busi
nesses), the economy (in terms of interna
tional competitiveness>. and employees (in 
terms of levels and conditions of employ
ment> and may also provide substantial ben
efits in these and other areas. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.-It is the sense 
of the Senate that each Senate committee 
that reports legislation requiring employers 
to provide new employee benefits-

< 1 > secure objective analysis of the impact 
of the legislation on employers <especially 
small businesses), the economy <in terms of 
international competitiveness), and employ
ees (in terms of levels and conditions of em
ployment), before the committee reports 
the legislation; and 

(2) include an analysis of the impact in 
the report of the committee on the legisla
tion. 
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HOLLINGS <AND OTHERS> 

AMENDMENT NO. 488 
Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, Mr. 

DANFORTH, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. EXON, Mr. 
RUDMAN, Mr. HEINZ, Mr. EvANS, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, and Mr. McCAIN) pro
posed an amendment to the bill S. 
1420, supra; as follows: 

On page 752, strike all from line 3 through 
line 25 on page 882 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

SEC. 3701. OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS 
TRADE REMEDY ASSISTANCE.-

( 1 > There is established in the Depart
ment of Commerce the Office of Small 
Business Trade Remedy Assistance. The 
Office shall be administered by a Director 
of Small Business Trade Remedy Assist
ance, who shall be appointed by the Presi
dent, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate. The Secretary of Commerce, 
through the Director of Small Business 
Trade Remedy Assistance, shall carry out 
all functions transferred to the Secretary by 
paragraph (7). 

<2> The Director of Small Business Trade 
Remedy Assistance shall-

<A> provide full information to small busi
nesses concerning-

(i) remedies available to them under the 
trade laws; and 

cm the petition and application proce
dures, and the appropriate filing dates, with 
respect to such remedies; and 

CB> provide assistance to small businesses 
in preparing petitions and applications to 
obtain such remedies. 

(3)(A) The Director of Small Business 
Trade Remedy Assistance shall establish 
and maintain a system for paying reasona
ble expenses incurred by an eligible small 
business in connection with any administra
tive proceeding conducted under any trade 
law if the Director determines that such 
small business is in need of assistance in 
paying such expenses. 

<B> The Director shall prepare a written 
evaluation of any request for attorneys' 
fees, consultant fees, and other reasonable 
expenses incurred by an eligible small busi
ness in connection with an administrative 
proceeding conducted under any trade law. 
Such document shall contain an evaluation, 
for each such expense, of-

(i) the sufficiency of the documentation of 
the expense; 

(ii) the need or justification for the under
lying item; and 

<iii> the reasonableness of the amount of 
money requested. 

<C> Payments may be made to an eligible 
small business under subparagraph <A> with 
respect to only one administrative proceed
ing per fiscal year. 

CD> With respect to any proceeding, pay
ment for reasonable expenses under sub
paragraph <A> may be made-

(i) in any case in which the amount of 
such expenses does not exceed $200,000, in 
an amount not to exceed 50 percent of such 
expenses, and 

(ii) in any case in which the amount of 
such expenses exceeds $200,000, in an 
amount not to exceed the sum of-

<I> 25 percent of the amount of such ex
penses in excess of $200,000 but not more 
than $400,000; plus 

CII> the amount payable under clause m. 
<E> No payment shall be made under sub

paragraph <A> with respect to any proceed
ing which the Director of Small Business 
Trade Remedy Assistance determines to be 

frivolous or for purposes of harassment or 
delay. 

(F) Payments may be made under sub
paragraph <A> with respect to any proceed
ing only after determinations made in such 
proceeding have become final and may not 
be appealed. 

<4> For purposes of paragraph (3)-
<A> The term "reasonable expenses" in

cludes attorneys' fees and expenses for data 
collection and the services of consultants. 

<B> The term "eligible small business" 
means any business concern which, in the 
agency's judgment, due to its small size, has 
neither adequate internal resources nor fi
nancial ability to obtain qualified outside as
sistance in preparing and filing petitions 
and applications for remedies and benefits 
under trade laws. In determining whether a 
business concern is an eligible small busi
ness, the agency may consult with the Small 
Business Administration, and shall consult 
with any other agency that has provided as
sistance under subsection (b) to that busi
ness concern. An agency decision regarding 
whether a business concern is an eligible 
small business for purposes of this section is 
not reviewable by any other agency or by 
any court. 

<C> The term "trade laws" means-
(i) chapter 1 of title II of the Trade Act of 

1974 (19 U.S.C. 2251 et seq., relating to relief 
caused by import competition>; 

(ii) chapters 2 and 3 of such title II <relat
ing to adjustment assistance for workers 
and firms>; 

(iii) chapter 1 of title III of the Trade Act 
of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2411 et seq., relating to 
relief from foreign import restrictions and 
export subsidies); 

(iv> title VII of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1671 et seq., relating to the imposi
tion of countervailing duties and antidump
ing duties>; 

<v> section 232 of the Trade Expansion Act 
of 1962 (19 U.S.C. 1862, relating to the safe
guarding of national security); and 

<vi> section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(19 U.S.C. 1337, relating to unfair practices 
in import trade). 

(5) To carry out paragraph (3), there are 
authorized to be appropriated not in excess 
of $3,000,000 for fiscal year 1989 and each 
succeeding fiscal year. 

( 6 > The Director of Small Business Trade 
Remedy Assistance shall submit an annual 
report on the operation of the Office to the 
Committee on Finance of the Senate and 
the Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives. Such report shall 
include recommendations for legislation 
necessary to enable the Office to carry out 
its functions. 

<7> There are transferred to the Secretary 
of Commerce all functions of the Trade 
Remedy Assistance Office of the United 
States International Trade Commission. 

TITLE XXXVIII-INTERAGENCY 
COMMI'ITEES AND COMMISSIONS 

Subtitle A-Council on Economic 
Competitiveness 

PART I-ESTABLISHMENT OF COUNCIL 
SEC. 3801. ESTABLISHMENT. 

There is hereby established in the Execu
tive branch of the Federal Government as 
an independent agency the Council on Eco
nomic Competitiveness (hereafter in this 
subtitle referred to as the "Council"). 
SEC. 3802. DUTIES OF THE COUNCIL. 

The duties of the Council are to-
< 1) collect, analyze, and provide informa

tion concerning current and future United 
States economic competitiveness useful to 

decision-making in government and indus
try; 

<2> monitor the changing nature of re
search, science, and technology in the 
United States as well as the changing 
nature of the United States industrial econ
omy and its capacity-

<A> to provide marketable, high quality 
goods and services in domestic and interna
tional markets; and 

<B> to respond to international competi
tion; 

<3> create a forum where national leaders 
with experience and background in busi
ness, labor, academia, public interest activi
ties, and government will-

<A> identify problems hindering the eco
nomic competitiveness of the United States; 

<B> develop and promote recommenda
tions to address such problems; and 

< C > create a broad consensus in support of 
such recommendations; 

<4> develop and promote a national vision 
and specific policies which enhance the pro
ductivity and international competitiveness 
of United States industries; 

<5> serve as a clearinghouse that identifies 
and monitors-

<A> Federal and private sector resources 
devoted to increased competitiveness; and 

(B) State and local government programs 
devised to enhance competitiveness, includ
ing joint ventures between universities and 
corporations; 

(6) comment on private sector requests for 
governmental assistance or relief, specifical
ly in order to determine whether-

<A> the applicant is likely, by receiving the 
assistance or relief, to become international
ly competitive in the future; and 

<B> any adjustment commitments should 
be entered into by relevant parties, such as 
management and employees of the appli
cant, shareholders, creditors, suppliers and 
dealers, and financial institutions, in order 
to ensure that the applicant is likely to 
become internationally competitive in the 
future; 

<7> establish, when appropriate, subcoun
cils of public and private leaders to develop 
long-term forecasts and visions for sectors 
of the economy and to comment upon spe
cific economic issues; 

(8) review and evaluate specific policy rec
ommendations developed by the subcouncils 
and transmit such recommendations to the 
Federal agencies responsible for the imple
mentation of such recommendations; 

(9) prepare and publish reports containing 
the recommendations of the Council; 

(10) annually report to the President and 
the Congress on-

<A> the ability of the United States to be 
internationally competitive; 

<B> the status of major sectors of the 
United States economy; and 

<C> the effect that existing policies of the 
Federal Government are having on the abil
ity of the sectors of the economy to compete 
internationally; 

< 11 > evaluate and comment upon existing 
and future Federal policies, practices, and 
regulations, including fiscal and monetary 
policies and the budget of the United States 
Government, with respect to the impact on 
competitiveness of such policies, practices, 
and regulations; and 

(12) review and comment upon any com
petitiveness impact statement required by 
any statute. 
SEC. 3803. MEMBERSHIP. 

(a) COMPOSITION.-
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< 1 > The Council shall consist of 9 mem

bers, of which-
<A> 3 members shall be appointed by the 

President; 
<B> 3 members shall be appointed by the 

majority leader and the minority leader of 
the Senate, acting Jointly; and 

CC> 3 members shall be appointed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

<2><A> Members shall be appointed to the 
Council from among individuals who are-

(i) national leaders with experience and 
background in business, including small 
business and advanced technology indus
tries; 

(ii) national leaders with experience and 
background in the labor community; 

(iii) individuals from academic institutions 
and individuals who have been active in 
public interest activities; and 

Civ> representatives of State and local gov
ernments. 

<B> All members of the Council shall be 
individuals who have a broad understanding 
of the United States economy and the 
United States position in the world econo
my. 

<3> Not more than 5 members of the Coun
cil shall be members of the same political 
party. 

(b) INITIAL APPOINTMENTS.-All of the ini
tial members of the Council shall be ap
pointed within 90 days after the date of en
actment of this Act. 

(C) TERM OF OFFICE.-The term of office of 
each member of the Council shall be 6 
years, except that-

( 1) of the members first appointed under 
subsection <a><l><A>. 1 shall serve for a term 
of 2 years, 1 shall serve for a term of 4 
years, and 1 shall serve for a term of 6 
years, as designated by the President at the 
time of appointment; 

(2) of the members first appointed under 
subsection <a><l><B>. 1 shall serve for a term 
of 2 years, 1 shall serve for a term of 4 
years, and 1 shall serve for a term of 6 
years, as designated by the majority leader 
and the minority leader of the Senate at the 
time of appointment; and 

<3> of the members first appointed under 
subsection <a><l><C>, 1 shall serve for a term 
of 2 years, 1 shall serve for a term of 4 
years, and 1 shall serve for a term of 6 
years, as designated by the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives at the time of ap
pointment. 

(d) LIMITATION ON SERVICE.-No member 
of the Council may serve more than 2 con
secutive terms, except, that any appoint
ment to fill a vacancy for the remainder of a 
term in which remains a period of less than 
2 years shall not be considered a term for 
purposes of this subsection. 

(e) VACANCIES.-
Cl) A vacancy on the Council shall be 

filled in the same manner in which the 
original appointment was made. 

<2> Any member appointed to fill a vacan
cy on the Council occurring before the expi
ration of the term for which such member's 
predecessor was appointed shall be appoint
ed only for the remainder of such term. 

(3) A member of the Council may serve 
after the expiration of such member's term 
until such member's successor has taken 
office. 

(f) REMOVAL.-Members of the Council 
may be removed only for malfeasance in 
office. 

(g) CONFLICT OF INTEREST.-A member of 
the Council may not serve as an agent or at
torney for, or performed any other profes
sional service for or on behalf of, the gov-

ernment of any foreign country, any agency 
or instrumentality of the government of a 
foreign country, or any foreign political 
party. 

(h) COMPENSATION.-
( 1 > Each member of the Council who is 

not employed by the Federal Government 
or any State or local government-

<A> shall be compensated at a rate equal 
to the daily equivalent of the rate for level 
II of the Executive Schedule under section 
5315 of title 5, United States Code, for each 
day such member is engaged in duties as a 
member of the Council; and 

<B> shall be paid actual travel expenses, 
and per diem in lieu of subsistence expenses 
when away from such member's usual place 
of residence, in accordance with section 5703 
of such title. 

(2) Each member of the Council who is 
employed by the Federal Government or 
any State or local government shall serve on 
the Council without additional compensa
tion, but while engaged in duties as a 
member of the Council shall be paid actual 
travel expenses, and per diem in lieu of sub
sistence expenses when away from such 
member's usual place of residence, in ac
cordance with subchapter I of chapter 57 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

(i) QuoRuM.-Five members of the Council 
shall constitute a quorum, except that a 
lesser number may hold hearings if such 
action is approved by a majority vote of the 
entire Council. 

(j) CHAIRMAN.-
(1) The Council shall elect, by a majority 

vote of the entire Council, a Chairman. 
<2> The Chairman of the Council shall 

serve on a full-time basis. 
(k) MEETINGS.-The Council shall meet at 

the call of the Chairman or a majority of its 
members, except that the Council shall 
meet not less than 6 times during each cal
endar year. 

(1) ALTERNATE MEMBERS.-
Cl> Each member of the Council shall des

ignate one alternate representative to 
attend any meeting that such member is 
unable to attend. 

<2> In the course of attending any such 
meeting, an alternate representative shall 
be considered a member of the Council for 
all purposes, including voting. 

(ID) MAJORITY VOTE REQUIRED.-
Cl> Except as provided in subsection (i), no 

action <whether involving administrative or 
personnel matters, establishing policy, or 
any other type of action> shall be taken by 
the Council unless approved by a majority 
of the entire membership of the Council. 

(2)(A) If a consensus of the majority of 
the entire membership of the Council, as re
quired under paragraph (1), cannot be 
reached on a matter referred to the Council 
by the President or either House of the 
Congress, the Council shall transmit a 
report to the President and both Houses of 
the Congress explaining why a consensus 
could not be reached on such matter. 

<B> Any report by the Council under sub
paragraph <A> shall include the relevant in
formation gathered by the Council on such 
matter and a list of potential policy options 
for addressing the concern involved. 

(n) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.-The 
Council may procure temporary and inter
mittent services under section 3109Cb> of 
title 5, United States Code, but at rates for 
individuals not to exceed the daily equiva
lent of the maximum annual rate of basic 
pay for GS-16 of the General Schedule. 

(o) DETAILS.-Upon request of the Council, 
the head of any other Federal agency is au-

thorized to detail, on a reimbursable basis, 
any of the personnel of such agency to the 
Council to assist the Council in carrying out 
its duties under this subtitle. 
SEC. 3804. EXECUTIVE DIRECl'OR AND STAFF. 

(a) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.-
( 1 > The principal administrative officer of 

the Council shall be an Executive Director, 
who shall be appointed by the Council. 

<2> The Council shall consult with the 
President and leaders of the Congress 
before appointing an individual to the posi
tion of Executive Director. 

<3> The Executive Director shall serve on 
a full-time basis. 

Cb> STAFF.-The Executive Director may 
appoint a staff for the Council in accord
ance with the Federal civil service and clas
sification laws. 

(C) ALLOCATION OF STAFF.-The staff of the 
Council shall be allocated by the Executive 
Director in such a manner that there is at 
least one staff person responsible for the af
fairs of each Council member. 
SEC. 3805. POWERS OF THE COUNCIL. 

<a> HEARINGs.-The Council may, for the 
purpose of carrying out the provisions of 
this subtitle, hold such hearings, sit and act 
at such times and places, take such testimo
ny, and receive such evidence, as the Coun
cil considers appropriate. The Council may 
administer oaths or affirmations to wit
nesses appearing before the Council. 

(b) AGENTs.-If so authorized by the Coun
cil, any member or agent of the Council 
may take any action which the Council is 
authorized to take under this section. 

(C) INFORMATION.-
( 1 ><A> Except as provided in subparagraph 

<B>. the Council may secure directly from 
any Federal agency information necessary 
to enable the Council to carry out the provi
sions of this subtitle. Upon request of the 
Chairman of the Council, the head of such 
agency shall promptly furnish such infor
mation to the Council. 

<B> Subparagraph <A> does not apply to 
matters that are specifically authorized 
under criteria established by an Executive 
order to be kept secret in the interest of na
tional defense or foreign policy and are in 
fact properly classified pursuant to such Ex
ecutive order. 

<2> In any case in which the Council re
ceives any information from a Federal 
agency, the Council shall not disclose such 
information to the public unless such 
agency is authorized to disclose such infor
mation pursuant to Federal law. 

(d) CONSULTATION WITH THE PRESIDENT 
AND CoNGREss.-At the request of the Presi
dent or the leaders of either or both Houses 
of Congress, the Council shall consult with 
the President or such leaders, or their rep
resentatives, on various issues related to 
United States economic competitiveness. 

Ce> GIFTs.-The Council may accept, use, 
and dispose of gifts or donations of services 
or property. 

(f) USE OF THE MAILS.-The Council may 
use the United States mails in the same 
manner and under the same conditions as 
other Federal agencies. 

(g) ADMINISTRATIVE AND SUPPORT SERV
ICES.-The Administrator of General Serv
ices shall provide to the Council, on a reim
bursable basis, such administrative and sup
port services as the Council may request. 

(h) SUBCOUNCILS.-
( 1 > The Council shall convene an industry 

sector competitiveness subcouncil for each 
industry sector identified in the Council's 
annual report under section 3807(b) which 
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<A> is of national significance by reason of 
its employment or capital resources, its 
impact on national defense, or its impor
tance as a supplier to, or customer of, other 
United States industries and <B> the Council 
determines would benefit from the creation 
of a subcouncil. The Council may also con
vene an industry sector competitiveness sub
council for any industry not so identified 
which the Council finds fulfills one or more 
of the criteria listed in section 3807<b><2> or 
may convene such a subcouncil for any 
other purpose. 

(2) Any such subcouncil shall include rep
resentatives of business, labor, government, 
and other individuals or representatives of 
groups whose participation is considered by 
the Council to be important to developing a 
full understanding of the situation con
fronting the industry with which the sub
council is concerned. 

<3> Any such subcouncil shall assess the 
actual or potential dislocation, challenge, or 
opportunity for the industry with which the 
subcouncil is concerned and shall formulate 
specific recommendations for responses by 
business, government, and labor-

<A> to encourage adjustment and modern
ization of the industry involved; 

<B> to monitor and facilitate industry re
sponsiveness to opportunities identified 
under section 3807<b><2><B>; or 

<C> to encourage the ability of the indus
try involved to compete in future markets 
identified under section 3807<b)(2)(C). 

<4> Any discussion held by any subcouncil 
or any working group operating under its 
auspices shall not be considered to violate 
any Federal or State antitrust law. 

(5) Any discussion held by any subcouncil 
or any working group operating under its 
auspices shall not be subject to the provi
sions of the Federal Advisory Committee 
Act. -

(6) Any subcouncil shall terminate 30 days 
after making its recommendations, unless 
the Council specifically requests that the 
subcouncil continue in operation. If in a 
subsequent annual report by the Council, 
conditions which had previously required 
the creation of a subcouncil continue, or 
have recurred, the Council shall again con
vene a subcouncil, although the Council 
may, in its discretion, change the member
ship of the subcouncil as the Council consid
ers appropriate. 

(i) APPLICABILITY OF ADVISORY Co:r.onTTEE 
ACT.-The provisions of section 14, and of 
subsections <e> and (f) of section 10, of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act shall not 
apply to the Council. 
SEC. 3806. EFFECTS OF FOREIGN COMPETITION 

AND TECHNOLOGY ON DOMESTIC IN
DUSTRIES. 

(a) AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION.-The 
Council shall examine and make available 
to the public on a routine basis all unclassi
fied international agreements on trade, sci
ence, and technology to which the United 
States is a party. 

(b) MONITORING.-The Council shall con
tinuously monitor, and maintain public 
records regarding, the effect of internation
al trade and foreign activities in science and 
technology on all major United States in
dustries and on such other United States in
dustries as may be specified by the Council. 
SEC. 3807. REPORTS. 

(a) REPORT ON COMPETITIVENESS POLI
CIES.-Within one year after the date of en
actment of this Act, the Council shall trans
Init a report to the Congress and to the 
President containing recommendations of 
the Council for changes in any Federal 

policy necessary to implement effective, 
productive competitiveness policies, includ
ing the elimination, consolidation, or reor
ganization of government agencies. The 
Council shall pay particular attention to 
agencies specifically dealing with science 
and technology research and with interna
tional trade. 

(b) COMPETITIVENESS GOALS.-
( 1 > The Council shall annually prepare 

and transmit to the President and to the 
Congress a report setting forth-

<A> the goals to achieve a more competi
tive United States economy; 

<B> the policies needed to meet such goals; 
<C> a summary of existing policies of the 

Federal Government affecting the competi
tiveness of the United States industries; and 

<D> actual or foreseeable econolnic and 
technological developments, in the United 
States and abroad, affecting the competitive 
position of United States industry and of 
particular United States industry sectors. 

<2> The report submitted under paragraph 
< 1 > shall identify and describe with particu
larity actual or foreseeable developments, in 
the United States and abroad, which-

<A> create a significant likelihood of a 
competitive challenge to, or of substantial 
dislocation in, an established United States 
industry; 

<B> present significant opportunities for 
United States industries to compete in new 
geographical markets or product markets, 
or to expand their position in established 
markets; or 

<C> create a significant risk that United 
States industries will be unable to compete 
successfully in significant future markets. 

(3) The report sublnitted under paragraph 
<1> shall specify with particularity the in
dustry sectors affected by the developments 
described in the report pursuant to para
graph <2>. 

<4> The report submitted under paragraph 
< 1) shall contain a statement of the findings 
and conclusions of the Council during the 
previous fiscal year, together with any rec
ommendations of the Council for such legis
lative or administrative actions as the Coun
cil considers appropriate. 

(C) REFERRAL OF REPORTS.-
( 1) Each report sublnitted to the Congress 

under this section shall be referred to the 
appropriate committee or committees of 
each House of the Congress. 

<2> The Council shall consult with each 
committee to which a report submitted 
under this section is referred and, following 
such consultation, each such committee 
shall submit to its respective House a report 
setting forth the views and recommenda
tions of such committee with respect to the 
report of the Council. 
SEC. 3808. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
for fiscal year 1988 not to exceed 
$15,000,000 to carry out the provisions of 
this subtitle. 
SEC. 3809. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this subtitle-
< 1) the term "Council" means the Council 

on Economic Competitiveness established 
under section 3801; 

(2) the term "member" means a member 
of the Council on Economic Competitive
ness; and 

<3> the term "United States" means each 
of the several States, the District of Colum
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 
Guam, the Virgin Islands, the Common
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
American Samoa, and any other territory or 
possession of the United States. 

SEC. 3810. ANALYSES REQUIRED. 
(a) STATEMENT TO BE INCLUDED IN BUDGE'r.
(1) Section 2105(a) of title 31, United 

States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new paragraph: 

"(26) an analysis, prepared by the Office 
of Management and Budget after consulta
tion with the Chairman of the Council of 
Econolnic Advisers, of the budget's impact 
on the economic competitiveness of United 
States businesses and on the balance of pay
ments of the United States, including a pro
jection for the fiscal year for which the 
budget is submitted, based upon the best in
formation available at the time the budget 
is submitted, of-

"(A) the amount of borrowing by the Gov
ernment in private credit markets; 

"(B) new domestic savings <including per
sonal savings, corporate savings, and the 
fiscal surplus of State and local govern
ments>; 

"(C) net private domestic investment; 
"CD) the merchandise trade and current 

accounts; 
"CE> the net increase or decrease in for

eign indebtedness <defined as net foreign in
vestment>; and 

"(F) the estimated direction and extent of 
the influence of the Government's borrow
ing in private credit markets on United 
States dollar interest rates and on the real 
effective exchange rate of the United States 
dollar.". 

<2> The Council shall submit to the Con
gress an annual review of the budget sub
mitted by the President under section 
2105<a> of title 31, United States Code, and 
a review of the analysis prepared by the 
Office of Management and Budget of the 
budget's impact on the economic competi
tiveness of the United States included in 
such budget under paragraph (26) of such 
section. 

(b) STATEMENT TO BE INCLUDED IN COMMIT
TEE REPORT ACCOMPANYING CONCURRENT RES
OLUTION ON THE BUDGET.-Section 30l(e) of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 <2 
U.S.C. 632(e)) is amended by striking out 
"and" at the end of paragraph (8), by strik
ing out the period at the end of paragraph 
(9) and inserting in lieu thereof"; and", and 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

"(10) an analysis, prepared after consulta
tion with the Director of the Congressional 
Budget Office, of the concurrent resolu
tion's impact on the economic competitive
ness of United States businesses and the 
balance of payments of the United States, 
including a projection, for the fiscal year 
covered by the concurrent resolution, based 
upon the best information available at the 
time the report is made, of-

"<A> the amount of borrowing by the Gov
ernment in private credit markets; 

"CB) net domestic savings <including per
sonal savings, corporate savings, and the 
fiscal surplus of State and local govern
ments>: 

"CC> net private domestic investment; 
"(D) the merchandise trade and current 

accounts; 
"(E) the net increase or decrease in for

eign indebtedness <defined as net foreign in
vestment>: and 

"CF> the estimated direction and extent of 
the influence of the Government's borrow
ing in private credit markets on United 
States dollar interest rates and on the real 
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effective exchange rate of the United States 
dollar.". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-This section and the 
amendments made by this section shall 
apply with respect to each of the fiscal 
years 1989, 1990, 1991, and 1992, and shall 
be carried out with respect to each budget 
submitted by the President under section 
2105<a> of title 31, United States Code, for 
each such fiscal year and with respect to 
each concurrent resolution on the budget 
for each such fiscal year. 

Subtitle B-National Trade Data Bank 
SEC. 3811. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this subtitle-
( 1) the term "Committee" means the Na

tional Trade Data Committee; 
<2> the term "Data Bank" means the Na

tional Trade Data Bank; and 
<3> the term "Executive agency" has the 

same meaning as in section 105 of title 5, 
United States Code. 
SEC. 3812. NATIONAL TRADE DATA COMMITTEE. 

(a) ESTABLISHKENT.-There is established 
the National Trade Data Committee. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.-The Committee shall 
consist of-

< 1 > the United States Trade Representa-
tive; 

(2) the Secretary of Agriculture; 
<3> the Secretary of Defense; 
<4> the Secretary of Commerce; 
< 5 > the Secretary of Labor; 
<6> the Secretary of the Treasury; 
<7> the Secretary of State; 
<8> the Director of the Office of Manage

ment and Budget; 
(9) the Director of Central Intelligence; 
<10> the Chairman of the Federal Reserve 

Board; . 
<11> the Chairman of the International 

Trade Commission; and 
< 12> such other members as may be ap

pointed by the President from full-time offi
cers or employees of the Federal Govern
ment. 

<c> CHAIRMAN.-The Secretary of Com
merce shall be chairman of the Committee. 

(d) DESIGNEES.-Except for the Chairman 
or a member appointed pursuant to para
graph <12> of subsection <b>, any member of 
the Committee may appoint a designee to 
serve in place of such member on the Com
mittee. 

(e) MEETINGS.-
(!) Meetings of the Committee shall be at 

the call of the Chairman or upon written re
quest of 50 percent of the members of the 
Committee. 

(2) A majority of the Committee members 
shall constitute a quorum. 

(3) Decisions of the Committee shall be by 
majority of the members present and voting 
at a meeting. 
SEC. 3813. FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMITTEE. 

The Committee shall-
< 1) formulate and implement a compre

hensive economic and trade information 
policy to assure the timely collection of ac
curate data on trends in international eco
nomics and trade; 

(2) direct the Secretary of Commerce to 
establish a National Trade Data Bank in ac
cordance with section 3816 in order to pro
vide the private sector and government offi. 
cials efficient access to economic and trade 
data collected by the Federal Government 
for purposes of policymaking and export 
promotion, and oversee the design and im
plementation of the Data Bank; 

(3) develop and enforce guidelines for the 
collection, as may be otherwise authorized 
by law, of data relating to international eco-

nomics and trade by Executive agencies in 
order to-

<A> ensure that such data is
m timely; 
(ii) accurate; 
<iii> reasonably complete; and 
<iv) easily accessible to users; and 
<B> contribute to the establishment of 

international data collection and reporting 
practices; 

<4> publish such reports and publications 
as the Committee finds necessary to carry 
out the purposes of this subtitle; 

<5> formulate policies to encourage inter
national organizations and foreign countries 
to adopt systems to report foreign trade sta
tistics that include-

<A> standard classifications for products 
and services; 

<B> standard valuation procedures; and 
< C > accurate and timely reporting proce

dures; and 
(6) present recommendations to Congress 

for legislative changes needed to improve 
the accuracy, timeliness, and relevancy of 
United States trade information. 
SEC. 3814. COOPERATION AMONG EXECUTIVE 

AGENCIES. 
<a> INFORMATION.-Each Executive agency 

shall furnish to the Committee, upon re
quest of the Chairman, such information as 
the Committee considers necessary to carry 
out its functions. 

(b) ADOPTION OF POLICIES.-Each Execu
tive agency shall adopt and implement the 
econoinic and trade information policy for
mulated by the Committee under section 
3813<1). 
SEC. 3815. CONSULTATION WITH THE PRIVATE 

SECTOR AND GOVERNMENT OFFI
CIALS. 

The Committee shall regularly consult 
with representatives of the private sector 
and officials of Executive agencies and State 
and local governments to assess the adequa
cy of United States trade information. The 
Committee shall seek recommendations on 
how trade information can be made more 
accessible, understandable, and relevant. 
The Committee shall seek recommendations 
as to what data shall be included in the 
export promotion data system in the Data 
Bank. 
SEC. 3816. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE DATA BANK. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-After receiving in
structions from the Committee, the Secre
tary of Commerce shall establish and 
manage the Data Bank. The Data Bank 
shall consist of two data systems. One such 
data system shall be a system containing 
economic and trade data collected by the 
Federal Government which is useful to pol
icymakers and analysts concerned . with 
international economics and trade, and one 
such data system shall be a system contain
ing economic and trade data collected by 
the Federal Government which is useful to 
business firms and Federal and State gov
ernment officials interested in export pro
motion. 

(b) CONTENT OF DATA SYSTEMS.-
( 1> One data system of the Data Bank 

shall include current and historical informa
tion determined useful <after the consulta
tion required by section 3815> to policymak
ers and analysts concerned with internation
al econoinics and trade which is compiled or 
obtained by all Executive agencies. Such in
formation shall not identify parties to trans
actions. Such information shall include-

<A> data on merchandise imports and ex
ports for the United States and other coun
tries, including-

(i) aggregate import and export data for 
the United States and for each foreign 
country; 

(ii) industry-specific import and export 
data for each foreign country; 

<iii> product and service specific import 
and export data for the United States; 

<iv) market penetration ratios for imports 
and country of origin ratios for imports; and 

<v> foreign destinations for exports of the 
United States, classified in rank order of 
foreign countries; 

<B> data on international service transac
tions; 

<C> information on international capital 
markets, including

(i) interest rates; 
<ii> exchange rates; and 
<iii> foreign direct investment in the 

United States economy; 
<D> international labor market informa

tion, including-
m internationally comparable wage rates 

for major industries; 
<ii> international unemployment rates; 

and 
<iii> trends in international labor produc

tivity; 
<E> information on international govern

ment policies affecting the composition of 
international trade, including-

m import and export restrictions; 
<ii> export financing policies; 
<iii> tax policies; and 
<iv> labor market policies; 
(F) import and export data for the United 

States on a State-by-State basis, including-
(i) data concerning the country shipping 

the import, the State of first destination, 
and the original port of entry for imports of 
goods and services; and 

(ii) data concerning the State of the ex
porter, the port of departure, and the coun
try of first destination for exports of goods 
and services; and 

< G > any other econoinic and trade data 
collected by the Federal Government that 
the Committee determines to be useful in 
carrying out the purposes of this subtitle. 

(2) One data system of the Data Bank 
shall include information on those econo
Inies and foreign markets which are deter
mined <after the consultation required by 
section 3815 > to be of the greatest commer
cial value to private sector businesses firms 
engaged in export activities and Federal and 
State agencies that promote exports. Such 
information shall include-

<A> information on business activities in 
foreign countries, including information 
concerning-

<D general economic conditions and demo-
graphics; 

(ii) common business practices; 
<iii> tariffs and trade barriers; and 
(iv) other laws and regulations regarding 

imports and licensing; 
<B> information on specific industrial sec

tors within foreign countries, including in· 
formation conceming-

(i) size of markets; 
<ii> distribution of products; 
<iii> competition; 
<iv) major applicable laws, regulations, 

specifications, and standards; 
<v> appropriate government officials; and 
(vi) trade associations and other business 

contacts; 
<C> information on specific business op

portunities in foreign countries; 
<D> market research, including industry 

and demographic trends for each foreign 
country with lists of marketing contacts and 
lists of foreign firms; 
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<E> information on various forms of pro

tection for intellectual property rights, in
cluding product and process patent, copy
right, trademark, and mask work <as such 
term is defined in section 901(a)(3) of title 
17, United States Code>, for each nation for 
at least the 2 most recently completed cal
endar years; 

<F> export financing information, includ
ing the availability of funds for United 
States exporters and foreign competitors; 

<G> information regarding the trade ac
tions of foreign governments; and 

<H> any other similar information, that 
the Committee determines to be useful in 
carrying out the purposes of this subtitle, 
on these economic sectors and foreign mar
kets which are determined to be of greatest 
interest to-

(i) business firms in the private sector 
which are engaged in activities relating to 
exports; and 

(ii) Federal and State agencies that pro
mote exports. 
SEC. 3817. OPERATION OF THE DATA BANK. 

The Secretary of Commerce shall manage 
the Data Bank to provide the most efficient 
data retrieval system or systems possible. 
Such system or systems shall-

< 1) be designed to utilize appropriate data 
processing and retrieval technology in moni
toring, organizing, analyZing, and dissemi
nating the data and information contained 
in the Data Bank; 

<2> use the most effective and meaningful 
means of organizing and making such infor
mation available to-

<A> United States business firms; 
<B> United States workers; 
<C> United States industry associations; 
<D> United States agricultural interests: 
<E> State and local economic development 

agencies: and 
CF> other interested United States persons 

who could benefit from such information; 
and 

(3) be of such quality and timeliness and 
in such form as to assist coordinated trade 
strategies for the United States. 
SEC. 3818. INFORMATION ON THE SERVICE SECTOR. 

<a> SERVICE SECTOR INFORMATION.-The 
Committee and the Secretary of Commerce 
shall ensure that, to the extent possible, 
there is included in the Data Bank informa
tion on service sector economic activity that 
is at least as complete and timely as infor
mation on economic activity in the mer
chandise sector. 

Cb> SURVEY.-The Secretary of Commerce 
shall provide a broad base of quarterly in
formation on the service sector of the econ
omy, and a new benchmark survey of unaf
filiated service transactions, including trans
actions with respect to-

< 1 > banking services; 
<2> computer software services: 
(3) brokerage services: 
<4> transportation services; 
<5> travel services; 
< 6) engineering services; and 
(7) construction services. 
(C) INDEX OF HEADING INDICATORS.-The 

Committee shall provide an index of leading 
indicators which includes the measurement 
of service sector activity in direct proportion 
to the contribution of the service sector to 
the gross national product of the United 
States. 
SEC. 3819. EXCLUSION OF INFORMATION. 

The Data Bank shall not include any in
formation-

CU which is collected by the Federal Gov
ernment in connection with any investiga
tion; 

(2) the disclosure of which to the public is 
prohibited under any other provision of law: 
or 

(3) that is specifically authorized under 
criteria established by an Executive order to 
be kept secret in the interest of national de
fense or foreign policy and are in fact prop
erly classified pursuant to such Executive 
order. 
SEC. 3820. NONDUPLICATION. 

The Committee and the Secretary of 
Commerce shall ensure that information 
systems created or developed pursuant to 
this subtitle do not unnecessarily duplicate 
information systems available from other 
Federal agencies or from the private sector. 
SEC. 3821. COLLECTION OF DATA. 

Except as provided in section 3818, noth
ing in this subtitle shall be considered to 
grant independent authority to the Federal 
Government to collect any data or informa
tion from individuals or entities outside of 
the Federal Government. 
SEC. 3822. FEES AND ACCESS. 

The Secretary of Commerce shall provide 
reasonable public services and access <in
cluding electronic access) to any informa
tion maintained as part of the Data Bank 
and may charge reasonable fees consistent 
with section 552 of title 5, United States 
Code. 
SEC. 3823. SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTATION. 

The Committee shall direct the Secretary 
of Commerce to complete the establishment 
of the Data Bank no later than two years 
after the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 3824. REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

One year after the enactment of this Act, 
and annually thereafter for three consecu
tive years, the Chairman shall submit a 
report to Congress-

< 1) assessing the current quality and com
prehensiveness of, and the ability of the 
public and of private entities to obtain 
access to, trade data; 

(2) describing actions taken pursuant to 
this subtitle, particularly-

<A> actions taken during the 3-month 
period beginning on the date of enactment 
of this Act to provide the new benchmark 
survey described in section 3818<b>; and 

<B> actions taken during the 1-year period 
beginning on the date of enactment of this 
Act to provide the information on services 
described in subsections <a> and <b><2> of 
section 3818; 

(3) describing all other actions taken and 
planned to be taken pursuant to this sub
title; 

<4> recommending executive and legisla
tive actions which would ensure that United 
States citizens and firms obtain access to 
the data banks of foreign countries that is 
similar to the access to the Data Bank pro
vided to foreign citizens and firms; 

(5) recommending other legislative actions 
which further the purposes of this subtitle; 
and 

<6> including comments on the implemen
tation of the Data Bank by the private 
sector and by State agencies that promote 
exports. 

GLENN AMENDMENT NO. 498 
Mr. GLENN proposed an amend

ment to the bill S. 1420, supra; as fol
lows: 

On page 788, beginning with line 19, strike 
out through line 19 on page 838 and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

SEC. 3725. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
To carry out this part, there are author

ized to be appropriated $30,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1989, $50,000,000 for fiscal year 1990, 
and such sums as may be necessary for 
fiscal year 1991. 

PART IV-TRANSFERS TO THE 
DEPARTMENT 

SEC. 3731. TRANSFERS FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE. 

There are transferred to the Secretary
(1) all functions of the Secretary of Com

merce: 
<2> all functions of the Department of 

Commerce; and 
(3) all functions of, and all functions per

formed under the direction of, all officers 
and employees of the Department of Com
merce. 
SEC. 3732. TRANSFER FROM THE UNITED STATES 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION. 
There are transferred to the Secretary all 

functions of the Trade Remedy Assistance 
Office of the United States International 
Trade Commission. 

PART V-ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

SEC. 3741. PERSONNEL PROVISIONS. 
<a> APPOINTMENTs.-The Secretary may 

appoint and fix the compensation of such 
officers and employees, including investiga
tors, attorneys, and administrative law 
judges, as may be necessary to carry out the 
functions of the Secretary and the Depart
ment. Except as otherwise provided by law, 
such officers and employees shall be ap
pointed in accordance with the civil service 
laws and their compensation fixed in ac
cordance with title 5, United States Code. 

(b) SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE.-
(1) At the request of the Secretary, the 

Director of the Office of Personnel Manage
ment shall, under section 5108 of title 5, 
United States Code, provide for the estab
lishment in each of the grade levels GS-16, 
GS-17, and GS-18, and in the Senior Execu
tive Service, of a number of positions in the 
Department equal to the number of posi
tions in that grade level which were used 
primarily for the performance of functions 
transferred by this subtitle and which were 
assigned and filled on the day before the ef
fective date of this title. 

(2) Appointments to positions provided for 
under this subsection may be made without 
regard to the provisions of section 3324 of 
title 5, United States Code, if the individual 
appointed in such position is an individual 
who is transferred in connection with the 
transfer of functions and offices under this 
subtitle and, on the day before the effective 
date of this title, holds a position and has 
duties comparable to those of the position 
to which appointed under this subsection. 

(3) The authority under this subsection 
with respect to any position established at 
the grade level GS-16, GS-17, or GS-18 
shall terminate when the person first ap
pointed to fill such position ceases to hold 
such position. 

<4> For purposes of section 414<a><3><A> of 
the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978, an in
dividual appointed under this subsection 
shall be deemed to occupy the same position 
as the individual occupied on the day before 
the effective date of this title. 

(C) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.-The Secre
tary may obtain the services of experts and 
consultants in accordance with section 3109 
of title 5, United States Code, and compen
sate such experts and consultants for each 
day <including traveltime> at rates not in 
excess of the rate of pay for grade GS-18 of 
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the General Schedule under section 5332 of 
such title. The Secretary may pay experts 
and consultants who are serving away from 
their homes or regular place of business 
travel expenses and per diem in lieu of sub
sistence at rates authorized by sections 5702 
and 5703 of such title for persons in Govern
ment service employed intermittently. 

(d) VOLUNTEER SERVICE.-
( 1 ><A> The Secretary is authorized to 

accept voluntary and uncompensated serv
ices without regard to the provisions of sec
tion 1342 of title 31, United States Code, if 
such services will not be used to displace 
Federal employees employed on a full-time, 
part-time, or seasonal basis. 

<B> The Secretary is authorized to accept 
volunteer service in accordance with the 
provisions of section 3111 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

<2> The Secretary is authorized to provide 
for incidental expenses, including but not 
limited to transportation, lodging, and sub
sistence for individuals who provide volun
tary services under subparagraph <A> or <B> 
of paragraph < 1>. 

<3> An individual who provides voluntary 
services under paragraph < 1 ><A> shall not be 
considered a Federal employee for any pur
pose other than for purposes of chapter 81 
of title 5, United States Code, relating to 
compensation for work injuries, and chapter 
171 of title 28, United States Code, relating 
to tort claims. 
SEC. 3742. DELEGATION AND ASSIGNMENT. 

Except where otherwise expressly prohib
ited by law or otherwise provided by this 
subtitle, the Secretary may delegate any of 
the functions transferred to the Secretary 
by this subtitle and any function trans
ferred or granted to the Secretary after the 
effective date of this subtitle to such offi
cers and employees of the Department as 
the Secretary may designate, and may au
thorize successive redelegations of such 
functions as may be necessary or appropri
ate. No delegation of functions by the Secre
tary under this section or under any other 
provision of this subtitle shall relieve the 
Secretary of responsibility for the adminis
tration of such functions. 
SEC. 3743. SUCCESSION. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-Subject to the authority 
of the President, and except as provided in 
section 3712<b>. the Secretary shall pre
scribe the order by which officers of the De
partment who are appointed by the Presi
dent, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate, shall act for, and perform the 
functions of, the Secretary or any other of
ficer of the Department appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and con
sent of the Senate, during the absence or 
disability of the Secretary or such other of
ficer, or in the event of a vacancy in the 
office of the Secretary or such other officer. 

(b) PERIOD OF SERVICE.-Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, and unless the 
President directs otherwise, an individual 
acting for the Secretary or another officer 
of the Department pursuant to subsection 
<a> shall continue to serve in that capacity 
until the absence or disability of the Secre
tary or such other officer no longer exists or 
a successor to the Secretary or such other 
officer has been appointed by the President 
and confirmed by the Senate. 
SEC. 3744. REORGANIZATION. 

<a> IN OENERAL.-Except as provided in 
subsection (b), the Secretary is authorized 
to allocate or reallocate functions among 
the officers of the Department, and to es
tablish, consolidate, alter, or discontinue 

such organizational entities in the Depart
ment as may be necessary or appropriate. 

Cb> EXCEPTION.-The authority of the Sec
retary under subsection (a) does not apply 
to any office established in the Department 
by this subtitle or any other function which 
this subtitle specifies shall be performed by 
a particular officer or employee of the De
partment. 
SEC. 37 45. RULES. 

The Secretary is authorized to prescribe, 
in accordance with the provisions of chap
ters 5 and 6 of title 5, United States Code, 
such rules and regulations as the Secretary 
determines necessary or appropriate to ad
minister and manage the functions of the 
Secretary or the Department. 
SEC. 3746. WORKING CAPITAL FUND. 

<a> EsTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary is au
thorized to establish for the Department a 
working capital fund, to be available with
out fiscal year limitation, for expenses nec
essary for the maintenance and operation of 
such common administrative services as the 
Secretary shall find to be desirable in the 
interest of economy and efficiency, includ
ing-

(1) a central supply service for stationery 
and other supplies and equipment for which 
adequate stocks may be maintained to meet 
in whole or in part the requirements of the 
Department and its components; 

(2) central messenger, mail, and telephone 
service and other communications services; 

<3> office space, central services for docu
ment reproduction and for graphics and 
visual aids; 

(4) a central library service; and 
<5> such other services as may be approved 

by the Director of the Office of Manage
ment and Budget. 

Cb> CAPITAL.-The capital of the fund shall 
consist of any appropriations made for the 
purpose of providing working capital and 
the fair and reasonable value of such stocks 
of supplies, equipment, and other assets and 
inventories on order as the Secretary may 
transfer to the fund, less the related liabil
ities and unpaid obligations. The fund shall 
be reimbursed in advance from available 
funds of agencies and offices in the Depart
ment, or from other sources, for supplies 
and services at rates which will approximate 
the expense of operation, including the ac
crual of annual leave and the depreciation 
of equipment. The fund shall also be cred
ited with receipts from sale or exchange of 
property and receipts in payment for loss or 
damage to property owned by the fund. 
There shall be covered into the United 
States Treasury as miscellaneous receipts 
any surplus of the fund <all assets, liabil
ities, and prior losses considered> above the 
amounts transferred or appropriated to es
tablish and maintain the fund. There shall 
be transferred to the fund the stocks of sup
plies, equipment, other assets, liabilities, 
and unpaid obligations relating to those 
services which the Secretary determines will 
be performed. 
SEC. 3747. CONTRACl'S, GRANTS, AND COOPERATIVE 

AGREEMENTS. 
<a> AuTHORITY.-Subject to the provisions 

of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, the Secretary may 
make, enter into, and perform such con
tracts, leases, cooperative agreements, 
grants, or other similar transactions with 
public agencies, private organizations, and 
persons, and make payments <in lump sum 
or installments, and by way of advance or 
reimbursement, and, in the case of any 
grant, with necessary adjustments on ac
count of overpayments and underpayments> 

as the Secretary considers necessary or ap
propriate to carry out the functions of the 
Secretary or the Department. 

(b) LIMITATION.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this subtitle, the author
ity to enter into contracts or to make pay
ments under this subtitle shall be effective 
only to such extent or in such amounts as 
are provided in advance in appropriation 
Acts. This subsection does not apply with 
respect to the authority granted under sec
tion 3751. 
SEC. 3748. PUBLICATIONS. 

Subject to such procedures of the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget 
may prescribe, the Secretary may dissemi
nate in the form of reports or publications 
such information as the Secretary considers 
appropriate. 
SEC. 3749. USE OF FACILITIES. 

(a) USE BY SECRETARY.-With their con
sent, the Secretary, with or without reim
bursement, may use the research, services, 
equipment, and facilities of-

< 1> an individual; 
(2) any public or private nonprofit agency 

or organization, including any agency or in
strumentality of the United States or of any 
State, the District of Columbia, the Com
monwealth of Puerto Rico, or any territory 
or possession of the United States; 

<3> any political subdivision of any State, 
the District of Columbia, the Common
wealth of Puerto Rico, or any territory or 
possession of the United States; or 

(4) any foreign government, 
in carrying out any function of the Secre
tary or the Department. 

<b> USE BY OTHERs.-The Secretary, under 
terms, at rates, and for periods that the Sec
retary considers to be in the public interest, 
may permit the use by public and private 
agencies, corporations, associations or other 
organizations, or by individuals, of any real 
property, or any facility, structure or other 
improvement thereon, under the custody of 
the Secretary. The Secretary may require 
permittees under this section to maintain or 
recondition, at their own expense, the real 
property, facilities, structures, and improve
ments used by such permittees. 
SEC. 3750. FIELD OFFICES. 

The Secretary may establish, alter, consol
idate, maintain, or discontinue State, re
gional, district, local, or other field offices 
as the Secretary finds necessary or appro
priate to perform any function of the Secre
tary or the Department. 
SEC. 3751. GIFI'S AND BEQUESTS. 

(a) GENERAL AuTHORITY.-The Secretary is 
authorized to accept, hold, administer, and 
utilize gifts and bequests of property, both 
real and personal, for the purpose of aiding 
or facilitating the work of the Department. 
Gifts and bequests of money and the pro
ceeds from sales of other property received 
as gifts or bequests shall be deposited in the 
United States Treasury in a separate fund 
and shall be disbursed on order of the Secre
tary. Property accepted pursuant to this 
paragraph, and the proceeds thereof, shall 
be used as nearly as possible in accordance 
with the terms of the gift or bequest. 

(b) TAX STATUS.-For the purpose of Fed
eral income, estate, and gift taxes, and State 
taxes, property accepted under subsection 
<a> shall be considered a gift or bequest to 
or for use of the United States. 

(c) INVESTMENTs.-Upon the request of the 
Secretary, the Secretary of the Treasury 
may invest and reinvest in securities of the 
United States or in securities guaranteed as 
to principal and interest by the United 
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States any moneys contained in the fund 
provided for in subsection <a>. Income accru
ing from such securities, and from any 
other property held by the Secretary pursu
ant to subsection <a>, shall be deposited to 
the credit of the fund, and shall be dis
bursed upon order of the Secretary. 
SEC. 3752. SEAL OF DEPARTMENT. 

The Secretary shall cause a seal of office 
to be made for the Department of such 
design as the Secretary shall approve. Judi
cial notice shall be taken of such seal. 
SEC. 3753. ANNUAL REPORT. 

The Secretary shall, as soon as practicable 
after the end of each fiscal year, prepare 
and transmit a written report to the Presi
dent for transmission to the Congress on 
the activities of the Department during 
such fiscal year. 
SEC. 3754. AMENDMENTS. 

(a) ORDER OF SUCCESSION.-Section 
19<d><l> of title 3, United States Code, is 
amended by striking out "Secretary of Com
merce," and inserting in lieu thereof "Secre
tary of Industry and Technology,". 

(b) DEFINITION OF EXECUTIVE DEPART
MENT.-Section 101 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out the item 
relating to the Department of Commerce 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

"The Department of Industry and Tech
nology.". 

(C) SALARY OF SECRETARY.-Section 5312 of 
such title is amended-

< 1 > by striking out the item relating to the 
Secretary of Commerce; and 

<2> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing: 

"Secretary of Industry and Technology.". 
(d) OFFICIALS AT LEVEL 11.-Section 5313 of 

title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 

"Deputy Secretary, Department of Indus
try and Technology. 

"Under Secretary of Industry and Tech
nology for Industry. 

"Under Secretary of Industry and Tech
nology for Technology.". 

(e) OFFICIALS AT LEVEL 111.-Section 5314 
of such title is amended-

O >by striking out the item relating to the 
Under Secretary of Commerce, the Under 
Secretary of Commerce for Economic Af
fairs, and the Under Secretary of Commerce 
for Travel and Tourism; 

<2> by striking out the item relating to the 
Under Secretary of Commerce for Oceans 
and Atmosphere; 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing: 

"Under Secretary of Industry and Tech
nology for Export Administration. 

"Under Secretary of Industry and Tech
nology for Oceans and Atmosphere, who 
shall serve as Administrator of the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 

"Under Secretary of Industry and Tech
nology for Travel and Tourism. 

"Director of the Office of Economic Anal
ysis, Department of Industry and Technolo
gy. 

"Director of the Office of Trade Develop
ment, Department of Industry and Technol
ogy. 

"Director General of the United States 
and Foreign Coin.mercial Service, Depart
ment of Industry and Technology. 

"Administrator of the Advanced Civilian 
Technology Agency, Department of Indus
try and Technology. 

"Director of the National Bureau of 
Standards, Department of Industry and 
Technology.". 

(f) OFFICIALS AT LEVEL IV.-Section 5315 of 
such title is amended-

< l> by striking out the item relating to the 
Assistant Secretaries of Commerce; 

<2> by striking out the item relating to the 
General Counsel of the Department of 
Commerce; 

(3) by striking out the item relating to the 
Assistant Secretary of Commerce for 
Oceans and Atmosphere; · 

(4) by striking out the item relating to the 
Director of the National Bureau of Stand
ards of the Department of Commerce; 

(5) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing: 

"Assistant Secretary of Industry and 
Technology for Economic Development. 

"Assistant Secretary of Industry and 
Technology for Technology Information. 

"Assistant Secretary of Industry and 
Technology for Communications and Infor
mation. 

"Assistant Secretary of Industry and 
Technology for Oceans and Atmosphere, 
who shall serve as Deputy Administrator of 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad
ministration. 

"Additional Assistant Secretaries of Indus
try and Technology <2>. 

"Commissioner of Patents and Trade
marks, Department of Industry and Tech
nology. 

"General Counsel, Department of Indus
try and Technology. 

"Inspector General, Department of Indus
try and Technology.". 

(g) OFFICIALS AT LEVEL V.-Section 5316 of 
such title is amended-

< 1 > by striking out the item relating to the 
Commissioner of Patents, Department of 
Commerce; 

(2) by striking out the item relating to the 
Director of the Bureau of the Census, De
partment of Commerce; 

<3> by striking out the item relating to the 
National Export Expansion Coordinator, 
Department of Commerce; 

<4> by striking out the item relating to the 
Director, United States Travel Service, De
partment of Commerce; 

(5) by striking out the item relating to the 
Inspector General, Department of Com
merce; 

(6) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing: 

"Director of the Bureau of the Census, 
Department of Industry and Technology. 

"Director of Small Business Trade 
Remedy Assistance, Department of Industry 
and Technology. 

"Director of the Office of International 
Technology Monitoring, Department of In
dustry and Technology.". 

(h) INSPECTOR GENERAL.-The Inspector 
General Act of 1978 is amended-

0) by striking out "the Department of 
Commerce,'' in section 2< l>; 

<2> by inserting "the Department of In
dustry and Technology,'' after "Urban De
velopment," in such section; 

(3) by striking out subparagraph <B> of 
section 9<a><l>; 

<4> by redesignating subparagraphs <C> 
through <E> of such section as subpara
graphs <B> through <D>, respectively; 

(5) by inserting before subparagraph <F> 
of such section the following: 

"(E) of the Department of Industry and 
Technology, all functions of the Inspector 
General of the Department of Commerce 
and the Office of the Inspector General of 
the Department of Commerce relating to 
the functions transferred to the Secretary 
of Industry and Technology by section 3731 

of the Economic Competitiveness, Interna
tional Trade, and Technology Development 
Act of 1987;"; 

(6) by striking out "Commerce,'' each 
place it appears in section 11; and 

<7> by inserting "Industry and Technolo
gy," after "Urban Development,'' each place 
it appears in such section. 
SEC. 3755. REPEALS. 

(a) TERMINATION OF DEPARTMENT OF COM
MERCE.-

< 1 > The first section of the Act entitled 
"An Act to establish the Department of 
Commerce and Labor", approved February 
14, 1903 05 U.S.C. 1501>, is repealed. 

<2> The first section of the Act entitled 
"An Act to create a Department of Labor", 
approved March 4, 1913 05 U.S.C. 1501), is 
amended by striking out beginning with 
"and the Department of Commerce and 
Labor" through "accordingly". 

(b) TERMINATION OF UNDER SECRETARY OF 
CoMMERcE.-Subsection <a> of the first sec
tion of the Act entitled "An Act to author
ize an Under Secretary of Commerce for 
Economic Affairs", approved June 16, 1982 
(96 Stat. 115; 15 U.S.C. 1503a), is repealed. 

(C) TERMINATION OF AsSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF CO:MMERCE.-The Act entitled "An Act to 
provide for the appointment of one addi
tional Assistant Secretary of Commerce, 
and for other purposes'', approved July 15, 
1947 05 U.S.C. 1505), is repealed. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The first 
sentence of section 304 of the Department 
of Commerce Appropriation Act, 1955 < 15 
U.S.C. 1506), is repealed. 

(e) TERMINATION OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF COMMERCE.-The Act entitled "An Act to 
authorize an additional Assistant Secretary 
of Commerce", approved February 16, 1962 
05 U.S.C. 1507>, is repealed. 

(f) CONFORMING .AlolENDMENT.-Subsection 
<a> of section 9 of the Maritime Appropria
tion Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1978 
05 U.S.C. 1507b), is repealed. 

(g) TERMINATION OF SOLICITOR.-
( 1 > The first section of the Act of March 

18, 1904 (33 Stat. 135, chapter 716; 15 U.S.C. 
1508), is amended by striking out the para
graph relating to the Office of the Solicitor 
of the Department of Commerce and Labor. 

<2> Section 2 of the Act of July 17, 1952 
<66 Stat. 758, chapter 932; 15 U.S.C. 1508), is 
repealed. 

(h) OTHER TECHNICAL .AlolENDMENTS.-
( 1) Sections 4 and 12 of the Act entitled 

"An Act to Establish the Department of 
Commerce and Labor", approved February 
14, 1903 05 U.S.C. 1511), are repealed. 

< 2 > The first section of the Act of August 
23, 1912 (37 Stat. 407, chapter 350; 15 U.S.C. 
1511), is amended by striking out the para
graph relating to the Bureau of Foreign and 
Domestic Commerce. 

(3) The first section of the Act of January 
5, 1923 <42 Stat. 1109, chapter 23; 15 U.S.C. 
1511), is repealed. 

< 4 > The first section of the Act of May 27, 
1936 (49 Stat. 1380, chapter 463; 15 U.S.C. 
1511>, is repealed. 

(i) CONFORMING AllENDMENT.-Section 8 of 
the Act entitled "An Act to establish the 
Department of Commerce and Labor", ap
proved February 14, 1903 05 U.S.C. 1519), is 
repealed. 

(j) TERMINATION OF WORKING CAPITAL 
FuND.-Title III of the Act entitled "An Act 
making appropriations for the Departments 
of State, Justice, and Commerce for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1945, and for 
other purposes'', approved June 28, 1944 05 
U.S.C. 1521), is amended by striking out the 
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paragraph relating to the working capital 
fund of the Department of Commerce. 

(k) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Sections 1, 
2, and 3 of Public Law 88-611 <15 U.S.C. 
1522, 1523, and 1524> are repealed. 

Subtitle B-Econornic Policy Council 

SEC. 3785. ESTABLISHMENT. 
(a) ESTABLISHKENT.-The President shall 

establish in the Executive Office of the 
President a council to be known as the Eco
nomic Policy Council <hereafter referred to 
in this section as the "Council"). The Coun
cil shall be the interagency organization re
quired to be established by the President 
under section 242 of the Trade Expansion 
Act of 1962. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.-The Council shall be 
composed of-

(1 > the President; 
(2) the Vice President; 
(3) the Secretary of State; 
< 4 > the Secretary of the Treasury; 
<5> the Secretary of Defense; 
< 6 > the Secretary of Agriculture; 
<7> the Secretary of Industry and Tech

nology; 
(8) the Secretary of Labor; 
(9) the United States Trade Representa

tive; and 
<10>. such heads of other Federal agencies 

which the President may designate. 
(C) PRESIDING OFFICER.-The President 

shall preside over meetings of the Council. 
In the President's absence, the President 
may designate a member to preside for the 
President, except that, in the absence of the 
President, the President shall designate the 
United States Trade Representative to pre
side over meetings of the Council regarding 
international trade or meetings of the 
Council to carry out the duties described in 
section 242<b> of the Trade Expansion Act 
of 1962. 

(d) DUTIES.-
(1 > The Council shall advise the President 

with respect to national and international 
economic policies and the integration of 
such policies in order to enable the Presi
dent and Federal agencies to cooperate 
more effectively in matters involving eco
nomic policy, including advice with respect 
to-

< A> trade policy; 
<B> monetary policy; 
<C> fiscal policy; 
<D> international financial policy; 
<E> foreign aid policy; and 
<F> investment policy. 
(2) In addition to performing such other 

functions as the President may direct con
cerning economic policy in general, for the 
purposes of more effectively coordinating 
the policies and functions of Federal agen
cies relating to international trade and 
making recommendations to the President, 
the Council shall, subject to the direction of 
the President-

<A> assess and appraise the international 
trade policies <including commodity and 
direct investment matters> and internation
al trade objectives of the United States; 

<B> consider policies on matters of 
common interest to the Federal agencies 
concerned with international trade; 

<C> consider the relationship between the 
standard of living in the United States and 
the international trade policies of the 
United States; and 

<D> evaluate the effects of the interna
tional trade policies and objectives of the 
United States on the national security. 

<3> The duties of the Council under para
graphs Cl> and <2> are in addition to the 

duties prescribed by section 242Cb) of the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962. 

Ce> PERsoNNEL.-The President shall pro
vide such personnel for the Council, includ
ing an Executive Secretary, as are necessary 
to enable the Council to carry out the func
tions of the Council. The Executive Secre
tary shall direct activities by the staff of the 
Council, and shall coordinate, on an ongoing 
basis, such activities with the activities of 
the staffs of the members of the Council. 

(f) CONSULTATION.-ln carrying out the 
functions of the Council, each member of 
the Council shall consult with-

(1) committees established to advise the 
Federal agency of which such member is 
the head; 

< 2 > advisory committees established under 
section 135 of the Trade Act of 1974; and 

<3> other representatives of the private 
sector. 

(g) RECOMMENDATIONS AND REPORTS.-The 
Council shall, from time to time, make such 
recommendations and such reports to the 
President as the Council considers to be ap
propriate or as the President may request. 

(h) TERMINATION OF TRADE POLICY COM
MITTEE.-The Trade Policy Committee shall 
terminate on the effective date of this title. 

Subtitle C-Transitional, Savings, and 
Conforming Provisions 

SEC. 3791. TRANSFER AND ALLOCATIONS OF AP
PROPRIATIONS AND PERSONNEL. 

Except as otherwise provided in this title, 
the personnel employed in connection with, 
and the assets, liabilities, contracts, proper
ty, records, and unexpended balances of ap
propriations, authorizations, allocations, 
and other funds employed, used, held, aris
ing from, available to, or to be made avail
able in connection with the functions trans
ferred to the Secretary by this title, subject 
to section 1531 of title 31, United States 
Code, shall be transferred to the Secretary. 
Unexpended funds transferred pursuant to 
this section shall be used only for the pur
poses for which the funds were originally 
authorized and appropriated. 
SEC. 3792. INCIDENTAL TRANSFERS. 

(a) AUTHORITY OF OMB DIRECTOR.-The 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget, at such time or times as the Direc
tor shall provide, is authorized to make such 
determinations as may be necessary with 
regard to the functions transferred by this 
title, and to make such additional incidental 
dispositions of personnel, assets, liabilities, 
grants, contracts, property, records, and un
expended balances of appropriations, au
thorizations, allocations, and other funds 
held, used, arising from, available to, or to 
be made available in connection with such 
functions, as may be necessary to carry out 
the provisions of this title. The Director 
shall provide for the termination of the af
fairs of all entities terminated by this title 
and for such further measures and disposi
tions as may be necessary to effectuate the 
purposes of this title. 

(b) AUTHORITY OF OPM DIRECTOR.-After 
consultation with the Director of the Office 
of Personnel Management, the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget is au
thorized, at such times as the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget may 
provide, to make such determinations as 
may be necessary with regard to the trans
fer of positions within the Senior Executive 
Service in connection with the functions 
transferred by this title. 
SEC. 3793. EFFECT ON PERSONNEL. 

(a) PRESERVATION OF PERSONNEL STATUS.
Except as otherwise provided by this title, 

the transfer pursuant to this title of full
time personnel <except special Government 
employees> and part-time personnel holding 
permanent positions shall not cause any 
such employee to be separated or reduced in 
grade or compensation for one year after 
the date of transfer of such employee under 
this title. 

(b) SENIOR OFFICIAL.-Any person who, on 
the day preceding the effective date of this 
title, held a position compensated in accord
ance with the Executive Schedule pre
scribed in chapter 53 of title 5, United 
States Code, and who, without a break in 
service, is appointed in a Federal agency to 
which functions are transferred by this title 
to a position having duties comparable to 
the duties performed immediately preceding 
such appointment shall continue to be com
pensated in such new position at not less 
than the rate provided for such previous po
sition, for the duration of the service of 
such person in such new position. 

(C) TERMINATIONS.-Positions whose in
cumbents are appointed by the President, 
by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, the functions of which are trans
ferred by this title, shall terminate on the 
effective date of this title. 
SEC. 3794. SA VIN GS PROVISIONS. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-All orders, determina
tions, rules, regulations, permits, contracts, 
certificates, licenses, and privileges that-

(1) have been issued, made, granted, or al
lowed to become effective by the President, 
any Federal agency or official thereof, or by 
a court of competent jurisdiction, in the 
performance of functions which are trans
ferred by this title; and 

<2> are in effect when this title takes 
effect, 
shall continue in effect according to their 
terms until modified, terminated, supersed
ed, set aside, or revoked in accordance with 
law by the President, the Secretary, a court 
of competent Jurisdiction, or by operation of 
law. 

(b) EFFECT ON ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEED
INGS.-

< 1 > The provisions of this title shall not 
affect any proceedings, including notices of 
proposed rule making, or any application 
for any license, permit, certificate, or finan
cial assistance pending on the effective date 
of this title before the Department of Com
merce, or any office thereof with respect to 
functions transferred by this title; but such 
proceedings or applications, to the extent 
that they relate to functions transferred, 
shall be continued. Orders shall be issued in 
such proceedings, appeals shall be taken 
therefrom, and payments shall be made 
under such orders, as if this title had not 
been enacted; and orders issued in any such 
proceedings shall continue in effect until 
modified, terminated, superseded, or re
voked by the Secretary, a court of compe
tent jurisdiction, or by operation of law. 
Nothing in this subsection prohibits the dis
continuance or modification of any such 
proceeding under the same terms and condi
tions and to the same extent that such pro
ceeding could have been discontinued or 
modified if this title had not been enacted. 

<2> The Secretary of Commerce and the 
Secretary are authorized to issue regula
tions providing for the orderly transfer of 
proceedings continued under paragraph ( 1 >. 

(C) EFFECT ON LEGAL ACTIONS.-Except as 
provided in subsection <e>-

(1 > the provisions of this title do not 
affect actions commenced prior to the effec
tive date of this title, and 
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<2> in all such actions, proceedings shall be 

had, appeals taken, and judgments rendered 
in the same manner and effect as if this 
title had not been enacted. 

(d) No ABATEMENT OF ACTIONS OR PROCEED
INGS.-No action or other proceeding com
menced by or against any officer in his offi
cial capacity as an officer of the Depart
ment of Commerce with respect to func
tions transferred by this title shall abate by 
reason of the enactment of this title. No 
cause of action by or against the Depart
ment of Commerce with respect to func
tions transferred by this title, or by or 
against any officer thereof in his official ca
pacity, shall abate by reason of the enact
ment of this title. Causes of action and ac
tions with respect to a function transferred 
by this title, or other proceedings may be as
serted by or against the United States or 
the Secretary, as may be appropriate, and, 
in an action pending when this title takes 
effect, the court may at any time, on its own 
motion or that of any party, enter an order 
which will give effect to the provisions of 
this subsection. 

<e> SUBSTITUTION.-If, before the date on 
which this title takes effect, the Depart
ment of Commerce or any officer thereof in 
his official capacity, is a party to an action, 
and under this title any function of such 
Department or officer is transferred to the 
Secretary, then such action shall be contin
ued with the Secretary substituted or added 
as a party. 

(f) EXERCISE OF TRANSFERRED FuNCTIONS.
Orders and actions of the head of a Federal 
agency in the exercise of functions trans
ferred to the head of such agency by this 
title shall be subject to judicial review to 
the same extent and in the same manner as 
if such orders and actions had been by the 
Department of Commerce or any office or 
officer thereof, in the exercise of such func
tions immediately preceding their transfer. 
Any statutory requirements relating to 
notice, hearings, action upon the record, or 
administrative review that apply to any 
function transferred by this title shall apply 
to the exercise of such function by the Sec
retary. 
SEC. 3795. SEPARABILITY. 

If a provision of this title or its applica
tion to any person or circumstance is held 
invalid, neither the remainder of this title 
nor the application of the provision to other 
persons or circumstances shall be affected. 
SEC. 3796. REFERENCE. 

With respect to any function transferred 
to the Secretary by this title and exercised 
after the effective date of this title, refer
ence in any other Federal law to any depart
ment, agency, office, or officer the functions 
of which are so transferred shall be consid
ered to refer to the Secretary. 
SEC. 3797. TRANSITION. 

With the consent of the Secretary of 
Commerce, the Secretary is authorized to 
utilize-

(1) the services of such officers, employ
ees, and other personnel of the Depart~ent 
of Commerce, with respect to functions 
transferred to the Secretary by this title; 
and 

(2) funds appropriated to such functions 
or offices for such period of time as may 
reasonably be needed to facilitate the order
ly implementation of this title. 
SEC. 3798. TERMINATION. 

The Department of Commerce is termi
nated. 
SEC. 3799. EFFECTIVE DATE; INTERIM APPOINT· 

MENTS; AUTHORIZATION 
(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.-

(1) This title shall take effect on January 
20,1989,exceptthat-

<A> section 3797 shall take effect on the 
date of enactment; and 

<B> at any time after the date of enact
ment of this title-

(i) the officers provided for in this title 
may be nominated and appointed, as provid
ed in this title; 

(ii) the Secretary of Commerce and the 
Secretary may promulgate regulations 
under section 3794<b><2>. 

DANFORTH AMENDMENTS NOS. 
499 THROUGH 502 

SEC •. ADJUSTMENT OF TRADE STATISTICS FOR 
INFLATION AND DEFLATION. 

Subsection <e> of section 301 of title 13, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sen
tence: "The information required to be re
ported under this subsection shall be report
ed in a form that is adjusted for economic 
inflation or deflation <on a constant dollar 
basis consistent with the reporting of the 
National Income and Product Accounts), 
and in a form that is not so adjusted." 

BAUCUS <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 503 

Mr. DANFORTH proposed four Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. PELL, 
amendments to the bill S. 1420, supra; Mr. PRYOR, and Mr. CONRAD) proposed 
as follows: an amendment to the bill S. 1420, 

AMENDMENT No. 499 supra; as follows: 
On page 228 of the printed bill, line 24, 

strike out "335, and 336" and insert in lieu 
thereof "and 335". 

On page 229, after line 24, insert the fol
lowing: 

(g) FICTITIOUS MARKETS.-The amend
ment made by section 336 shall only apply 
with respect to-

< 1) investigations initiated after the date 
of enactment of this Act, 

(2) reviews initiated under section 736(c) 
or 751 of the Tariff Act of 1930 after the 
date of enactment of this Act, and 

<3> reviews initiated under such sections
<A> which are pending on the date of en

actment of this Act, and 
<B> in which a request for revocation is 

pending on the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

On page 228 of the printed bill, line 2, 
strike out "733." and insert in lieu thereof 
"773". 

AMENDMENT No. 500 
On page 218 of the printed bill, line 9, 

insert "actual and potential negative effects 
on" after "<IV>". 

On page 218, beginning on line 10, strike 
out "the technology necessary to" and 
insert in lieu thereof "and". 

On page 219, line 5, insert "actual and po
tential negative effects on" after "<X>". 

On page 219, beginning on line 6, strike 
out "the technology necessary to" and 
insert in lieu thereof "and". 

AMENDMENT No. 501 
Strike out section 903 of the bill and 

insert the following: 
SEC. 903. TELECOMMUNICATIONS PRODUCT DE· 

FINED. 
For purposes of this subtitle, the term 

"telecommunications product" means-
< 1) any power supplies provided for under 

item 682.60 of the Tariff Schedules of the 
United States, 

(2) any paging devices provided for under 
item 685. 70 of such Schedules, 

(3) any microwave tubes provided for 
under item 687.66 of such Schedules, and 

(4) any article classified under any of the 
following item numbers of such Schedules: 
684.57, 684.58, 684.59, 684.65, 684.66, 684.67, 
684.80, 685.10, 685.12, 685.16, 685.24, 685.25, 
685.28, 685.30, 685.39, 685.48, 688.17' 688,41, 
707.90. 

AMENDMENT No. 502 
At the end of subtitle D of title IX of the 

bill, add the following: 

AMENDMENT No. 503I210n page 562, between 
lines 18 and 19, insert the following new 
section: 

SEC. . EXPORT OF AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES 
AND PRODUCTS TO CUBA. 

(a) LIST OF PERMITl'ED AGRICULTURAL EX
PORTS.-

(1) PuBLICATION.-Not later than January 
1 of each year, the President shall publish 
in the Federal Register a list of the types of 
United States agricultural commodities and 
products that may be exported to Cuba 
during the year. 

<2> CoNTENTs.-The President shall place 
on the list each United States agricultural 
commodity and product that-

<A> may be exported to Cuba without 
harming the national security interests of 
the United States; and 

CB> is freely available to Cuba from other 
suppliers in the world market. 

(3) EXCLUSIONS.-If a major United States 
agricultural commodity or product is not 
placed on the list, the President shall pro
vide Congress with a detai~ed written expla
nation of the reasons the · commodity or 
product does not meet the criteria pre
scribed in paragraph (2). 

(4) MODIFICATION.-Subject to paragraphs 
(2) and (3), the President may modify the 
list at any time. 

(b) EXPORT OF PERMITTED AGRICULTURAL 
COMMODITIES AND PRODUCTS.-Notwithstand
ing any other provision of law: 

(1) IN GENERAL.-An person shall be per
mitted to export to Cuba any of the com
modities or products on the list. 

(2) AGRICULTURAL EXPORT PROGRAMS.-None 
of the credit, subsidy, or barter agricultural 
export programs conducted by the United 
States may be used to assist the export of 
an agricultural commodity or product to 
Cuba under this section. 

(3) OTHER LAWs.-Subject to paragraph 
(2), no other provision of law that would 
prohibit, hinder, or impede the export of an 
agricultural commodity or product shall 
apply to the export of an agricultural com
modity or product under this section. 

BAUCUS <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 504 

Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. PELL, 
Mr. PRYOR, and Mr. CONRAD) proposed 
an amendment to amendment No. 504 
proposed by him to the bill S. 1420, 
supra; as follows: 
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AMENDMENT No. 504 

In the pending amendment, strike all 
after the word "Publication" on line 6, and 
insert the follo\Ying: 
Not later than January 1 of each year, the 
President shall publish in the Federal Reg
ister a list of the types of United States ag
ricultural commodities and products that 
may be exported to Cuba during the year. 

(2) CoNTENTs.-The President shall place 
on the list each United States agricultural 
commodity and product that-

<A> may be exported to Cuba without 
harming the national security interests of 
the United States; and 

<B> is freely available to Cuba from other 
suppliers in the world market. 

(3) EXCLUSIONS.-If a major United States 
agricultural commodity or product is not 
placed on the list, the President shall pro
vide Congress with a detailed written expla
nation of the reasons the commodity or 
product does not meet the criteria pre
scribed in paragraph (2). 

(4) MODIFICATION.-Subject to paragraphs 
(2) and (3), the President may modify the 
list at any time. 

(b) EXPORT OF PERMITTED AGRICULTURAL 
COMMODITIES AND PRODUCTS.-Notwithstand
ing any other provision of law: 

(1) IN GENERAL.-Any person shall be per
Initted to export to Cuba any of the com
modities or products on the list. 

(2) AGRICULTURAL EXPORT PROGRAMS.-None 
of the credit, subsidy, or barter agricultural 
export programs conducted by the United 
States may be used to assist the export of 
an agricultural commodity or product to 
Cuba under this section. 

(3) OTHER LAWS.-Subject to paragraph 
(2), no other provision of law that would 
prohibit, hinder, or impede the export of an 
agricultural commodity or product shall 
apply to the export of an agricultural com
modity or product under this section. 

BRADLEY AMENDMENT NO. 505 
Mr. BRADLEY proposed an amend

ment to the motion of Mr. GRAMM to 
recommit, with instructions, the bill S. 
1420, as follows: 

Strike everything after line 2 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. . CIGARE'ITE EXCISE TAX INCREASE. 

Section 5701(b) of the Internal Revenue 
Code is amended by striking "$8" and insert
ing "$16" in lieu thereof, and by striking 
"$16.80" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$33.60". 

CRANSTON AMENDMENT NO. 506 
Mr. CRANSTON proposed an 

amendment to amendment No. 505 
proposed by Mr. BRADLEY to the 
Gramm motion to recommit, with in
structions, the bill S. 1420, supra, as 
follows: 

Strike everything after SEc. and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 
CIGARE'ITE EXCISE TAX INCREASE. 

Section 570l<b> of the Internal Revenue 
Code is amended by striking "$8" and insert
ing "$16" in lieu thereof, and by striking 
"$16.80" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$34.60". 

BYRD ·AMENDMENT NO. 507 
Mr. BYRD proposed an am~ndment 

to amendment No. 505 proposed by 

Mr. BRADLEY to the Gramm motion to 
recommit, with instructions, the bill S. 
1420, supra, as follows: 

Strike everything after SEc.'' and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 
CIGARE'ITE EXCISE TAX INCREASE. 

Section 5701(b) of the Internal Revenue 
Code is amended by striking "$8" and insert
ing "$16" in lieu thereof, and by striking 
"$16.80" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$35.60". 

WARNER AMENDMENT NOS. 508 
AND 509 

<Ordered to lie on the table.> 
Mr. WARNER submitted two 

amendments intended to be proposed 
by him to amendment No. 450 pro
posed by Mr. BUMPERS to the bill S. 
1420, supra, as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 508 
In the pending amendment strike out all 

after the word "SEc." and insert the follow
ing: 
2010. POLICY TOWARD PROTECTION OF RE· 

FLAGGED KUWAITI TANKERS IN THE 
PERSIAN GULF. 

<a> FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
( 1 > the United States has a vital strategic 

interest in the export of oil from the Per
sian Gulf region; 

(2) the United States has long-term impor
tant strategic and geopolitical interests in 
the Persian Gulf region, including the secu
rity and stability of the states in the region, 
the pursuit of which requires the freedom 
of navigation in the Persian Gulf and adja
cent waters and the prevention of hegemo
ny in the region by either Iran or Iraq; 

(3) the continuation of the Iran-Iraq war 
constitutes a grave threat to these interests; 

(4) the expansion of the Iran-Iraq war 
threatens the territorial integrity and sover
eignty of the Persian Gulf states, and, in 
particular, the pattern of intimidation prac
ticed against noncombatant states, recently 
focused on Kuwait, has raised serious and 
legitimate concerns; 

( 5 > the President has proposed the protec
tion, through the use of convoy escorts by 
United States Navy ships, of Kuwaiti-owned 
tankers flying the United States flag; 

<6> the Congress has examined the ration
ale for this proposal and the specific 
manner in which it would be implemented, 
including a careful review of the report enti
tled "Report On Security Arrangements In 
The Persian Gulf", which report was sub
mitted by the Secretary of Defense to the 
Congress at its request; and 

(7) Further assessments a.re needed re
garding the threat of terrorist attacks, Inine 
warfare detection and defense, and the need 
for any required facilities for land-based air
craft. 

(b) POLICY.-It is the sense of the Con
gress that-

< 1 > the United States should seek a settle
ment of the Iran-Iraq war through all diplo
matic means; 

(2) the United States should pursue, 
through the United Nations Security Coun
cil and other international diplomatic chan
lels, efforts-

<A> to effect mandatory sanctions, includ
ing an arms embargo, against any combat
ant state which fails to cooperate in the es
tablishment of a negotiated cease-fire; and 

<B> to promote a cessation by Iran and 
Iraq on attacks against shipping in the Per
sian Gulf; 

<3> the United States should deploy such 
naval forces in, or proximate to, the Persian 
Gulf as may be necessary to protect the 
right of free transit through the Strait of 
Hormuz, and should work closely with the 
Persian Gulf states to reestablish stability, 
security, and peace in the region; 

(4) in implementing the policy described 
in paragraphs <1> through (3), the President 
should take such steps as he deems neces
sary to achieve the cooperation of interest
ed parties, particularly naval powers among 
the major importers of Persian Gulf oil and 
the nations of the Gulf Cooperation Coun
cil; 

(5) the President should seek the conven
ing of a conference of the exporters and im
porters of Persian Gulf oil to assess means 
for ensuring the free flow of oil, promoting 
freedom of navigation, deescalating tensions 
and hostilities, contributing to the search 
for a negotiated end to the Iran-Iraq war, 
and developing a long-term policy which ad
vances the strategic interests of the West 
and of the states in the region; 

<6> Prior to implementing definitive initia
tives, including reflagging and protecting 
Kuwaiti tankers, measures described in this 
amendment should be fully considered, in 
consultation with Congress, and pursued; 
and 

(7) the United States should preserve its 
military flexibility in the Persian Gulf and 
should explore further cooperative efforts, 
involving other naval powers and the re
gional states, to ensure the free transit on 
oil. 

AMENDMENT No. 509 
In the pending amendment, strike out all 

after the word "SEC." and insert the follow
ing: 
2010. POLICY TOW ARD PROTECTION OF RE

FLAGGED KUWAITI TANKERS IN THE 
PERSIAN GULF. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
( 1) the United States has a vital strategic 

interest in the export of oil from the Per
sian Gulf region; 

<2> the United States has long-term impor
tant strategic and geopolitical interests in 
the Persian Gulf region, including the secu
rity and stability of the states in the region, 
the pursuit of which requires the freedom 
of navigation in the Persian Gulf and adja
cent waters and the prevention of hegemo
ny in the region by either Iran or Iraq; 

<3> the continuation of the Iran-Iraq war 
constitutes a grave threat to these interests; 

(4) the expansion of the Iran-Iraq war 
threatens the territorial integrity and sover
eignty of the Persian Gulf states, and, in 
particular, the pattern of intimidation prac
ticed against noncombatant states, recently 
focused on Kuwait, has raised serious and 
legitimate concerns; 

(5) the President has proposed the protec
tion, through the use of convoy escorts by 
United States Navy ships, of Kuwaiti-owned 
tankers flying the United States flag; 

(6) the Congress has exainined the ration
ale for this proposal and the specific 
manner in which it would be implemented, 
including a careful review of the report enti
tled "Report On Security Arrangements In 
The Persian Gulf", which report was sub
Initted by the Secretary of Defense to the 
Congress at its request; and 

<7> Further assessments are needed re
garding the threat of terrorist attacks, mine 
warfare detection and defense, and the need 
for any required facilities for land-based air
craft. 
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<b> PoLICY.-lt is the sense of Congress 

that-
O> the United States should seek a settle

ment of the Iran-Iraq war through all diplo
matic means; 

<2> the United States should pursue, 
through the United Nations Security Coun
cil and other international diplomatic chan
nels, efforts-

<A> to effect mandatory sanctions, includ
ing an arms embargo, against any combat
ant state which fails to cooperate in the es
tablishment of a negotiated cease-fire; and 

<B> to promote a cessation by Iran and 
Iraq on attacks against shipping in the Per
sian Gulf; 

(3) the United States should deploy such 
naval forces in, or proximate to, the Persian 
Gulf as may be necessary to protect the 
right of free transit through the Strait of 
Hormuz, and should work closely with the 
Persian Gulf states to reestablish stability, 
security, and peace in the region; 

< 4> in implementing the policy described 
in paragraphs (1) through <3>, the President 
should take such steps as he deems neces
sary to achieve the cooperation of interest
ed parties, particularly naval powers among 
the major importers of Persian Gulf oil and 
the nations of the Gulf Cooperation Coun
cil; 

(5) the President should seek the conven
ing of a conference of the exporters and im
porters of Persian Gulf oil to assess means 
for ensuring the free flow of oil, promoting 
freedom of navigation, deescalating tensions 
and hostilities, contributing to the search 
for a negotiated end to the Iran-Iraq war; 

<6> the United States should preserve its 
military flexibility in the Persian Gulf and 
should explore further cooperative efforts, 
involving other naval powers and the re
gional states, to ensure the free transit on 
oil. 

BYRD AMENDMENT NO. 510 
Mr. BYRD proposed an amendment 

to amendment No. 505 proposed by 
Mr. BRADLEY to the Gramm motion to 
recommit with instructions, the bill S. 
1420, supra; a.s follows: 

Strike all after "SEc." and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 
2010. POLICY TOWARD PROTECTION OF RE. 

FLAGGED KUWAITI TANKERS IN THE 
PERSIAN GULF. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that
(1) the United States has a vital strategic 

interest in the export of oil from the Per
sian Gulf region; 

<2> the United States has long-term impor
tant strategic and geopolitical interests in 
the Persian Gulf region, including the secu
rity and stability of the states in the region, 
the pursuit of which requires the freedom 
of navigation in the Persian Gulf and adja
cent waters and the prevention of hegemo
ny in the region by either Iran or Iraq; 

<3> the continuation of the Iran-Iraq war 
constitutes a grave threat to these interests; 

<4> the expansion of the Iran-Iraq war 
threatens the territorial integrity and sover
eignty of the Persian Gulf states, and, in 
particular, the pattern of intimidation prac
ticed against noncombatant states, recently 
focused on Kuwait, has raised serious and 
legitimate concerns; 

<5> the President has proposed the protec
tion, through the use of convoy escorts by 
United States Navy ships, of Kuwaiti-owned 
tankers flying the United States flag; 

<6> the Congress has examined the ration
ale for this proposal and the specific 

manner in which it would be implemented, 
including a careful review of the report enti
tled "Report on Security Arrangements In 
The Persian Gulf", which report was sub
mitted by the Secretary of Defense to the 
Congress at its request; and 

<7> the threat assessment, strategic Justifi
cation, and security arrangements described 
in the Secretary of Defense's report to the 
Congress are inadequate to justify the re
flagging or the convoying of merchant ves
sels in the Persian Gulf by United States 
naval forces, until, at a minimum, further 
assessments have been made regarding the 
threat of terrorist attacks, mine warfare de
tection and defense, and the need for any 
required facilities for land-based aircraft. 

(b) PoLICY.-lt is the sense of the Con
gress that-

< 1> the United States should seek a settle
ment of the Iran-Iraq war through all diplo
matic means; 

<2> the United States should pursue, 
through the United Nations Security Coun
cil and other international diplomatic chan
nels, efforts-

<A> to effect mandatory sanctions, includ
ing an arms embargo, against any combat
ant state which fails to cooperate in the es
tablishment of a negotiated cease-fire; and 

<B> to promote a cessation by Iran and 
Iraq on attacks against shipping in the Per
sian Gulf; 

(3) the United States should deploy such 
naval forces in, or proximate to, the Persian 
Gulf as may be necessary to protect the 
right of free transit through the Strait of 
Hormuz, and should work closely with the 
Persian Gulf states to reestablish stability, 
security, and peace in the region; 

< 4) in implementing the policy described 
in paragraphs <1> through <3>, the President 
should take such steps as he deems neces
sary to achieve the cooperation of interest
ed parties, particularly naval powers among 
the major importers of Persian Gulf oil and 
the nations of the Gulf Cooperation Coun
cil; 

(5) the President should seek the conven
ing of a conference within ninety days of 
the exporters and importers of Persian Gulf 
oil to assess means for ensuring the free 
flow of oil, promoting freedom of naviga
tion, deescalating tensions and hostilities, 
contributing to the search for a negotiated 
end to the Iran-Iraq war, and developing a 
long-term policy which advances the strate
gic interests of the West and of the states in 
the region; 

<6> the proposed reflagging of Kuwaiti 
tankers should be placed in abeyance pend
ing the outcome of the initiatives and other 
measures described in this section; and 

<7> the United States should preserve its 
military flexibility in the Persian Gulf, and 
should not commit itself rigidly and exclu
sively to any narrow protection regime, such 
as convoying, for one country or one specific 
group of ships, and should explore further 
cooperative efforts, involving other naval 
powers and the regional states, to ensure 
the free transit of oil. 

DOLE AMENDMENTS NOS. 511 
THROUGH 525 

<Ordered to lie on the table.> 
Mr. DOLE submitted 15 amend

ments intended to be proposed by him 
to amendment No. 450 proposed by 
Mr. BUM.PERS to the bill S. 1420, supra; 
as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 511 . 
In lieu of the language proposed to be in

serted, insert the following: 
"SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of law, no funds heretofore or hereaf
ter appropriated by any act of Congress 
shall be available during the 1 hour period 
following the enactment of this act to ac
complish the reflagging of any Kuwaiti 
naval vessels." 

.AMENDMENT No. 512 
In lieu of the language proposed to be in

serted, insert the following: 
"SEc. . Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of law, no funds heretofore or hereaf
ter appropriated by any act of Congress 
shall be available during the 2 hour period 
following the enactment of this act to ac
complish the reflagging of any Kuwaiti 
naval vessels." 

AMENDMENT No. 513 
In lieu of the language proposed to be in

serted, insert the following: 
"SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of law, no funds heretofore or hereaf
ter appropriated by any act of Congress 
shall be available during the 3 hour period 
following the enactment of this act to ac
complish the reflagging of any Kuwaiti 
naval vessels." 

AMENDMENT No. 514 
In lieu of the language proposed to be in

serted, insert the following: 
"SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of law, no funds heretofore or hereaf
ter appropriated by any act of Congress 
shall be available during the 4 hour period 
following the enactment of this act to ac
complish the reflagging of any Kuwaiti 
naval vessels." 

AMENDMENT No. 515 
In lieu of the language proposed to be in

serted, insert the following: 
"SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of law, no funds heretofore or hereaf
ter appropriated by any act of Congress 
shall be available during the 5 hour period 
following the enactment of this act to ac
complish the reflagging of any Kuwaiti 
naval vessels." 

AMENDMENT No. 516 
In lieu of the language proposed to be in

serted, insert the following: 
"SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of law, no funds heretofore or hereaf
ter appropriated by any act of Congress 
shall be available during the 6 hour period 
following the enactment of this act to ac
complish the reflagging of any Kuwaiti 
naval vessels." 

AMENDMENT No. 517 
In lieu of the language proposed to be in

serted, insert the following: 
"SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of law, no funds heretofore or hereaf
ter appropriated by any act of Congress 
shall be available during the 7 hour period 
following the enactment of this act to ac
complish the reflagging of any Kuwaiti 
naval vessels." 

AMENDMENT No. 518 
In lieu of the language proposed to be in

serted, insert the following: 
"SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of law, no funds heretofore or hereaf-
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ter appropriated by any act of Congress 
shall be available during the 8 hour period 
following the enactment of this act to ac
complish the reflagging of any Kuwaiti 
naval vessels." 

.AMENDMENT No. 519 
In lieu of the language proposed to be in

serted, insert the following: 
"SEC. • Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of law, no funds heretofore or hereaf
ter appropriated by any act of Congress 
shall be available during the 9 hour period 
following the enactment of this act to ac
complish the reflagging of any Kuwaiti 
naval vessels." 

AMENDMENT No. 520 
In lieu of the language proposed to be in

serted, insert the following: 
"SEC. • Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of law, no funds heretofore or hereaf
ter appropriated by any act of Congress 
shall be available during the 10 hour period 
following the enactment of this act to ac
complish the reflagging of any Kuwaiti 
naval vessels." 

.AMENDMENT No. 521 
In lieu of the language proposed to be in

serted, insert the following: 
"SEC. • Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of law, no funds heretofore or hereaf
ter appropriated by any act of Congress 
shall be available during the 11 hour period 
following the enactment of this act to ac
complish the reflagging of any Kuwaiti 
naval vessels." 

AMENDMENT No. 522 
In lieu of the language proposed to be in

serted, insert the following: 
"SEc. • Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of law, no funds heretofore or hereaf
ter appropriated by any act of Congress 
shall be available during the 12 hour period 
following the enactment of this act to ac
complish the reflagging of any Kuwaiti 
naval vessels." 

AMENDMENT No. 523 
In lieu of the language proposed to be in

serted, insert the following: 
"SEc. • Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of law, no funds heretofore or hereaf
ter appropriated by any act of Congress 
shall be available during the 13 hour period 
following the enactment of this act to ac
complish the reflagging of any Kuwaiti 
naval vessels." 

AMENDMENT No. 524 
In lieu of the language proposed to be in

serted, insert the following: 
"SEc. • Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of law, no funds heretofore or hereaf
ter appropriated by any act of Congress 
shall be available during the 14 hour period 
following the enactment of this act to ac
complish the reflagging of any Kuwaiti 
naval vessels." 

AMENDMENT No. 525 
In lieu of the language proposed to be in

serted, insert the following: 
"SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of law, no funds heretofore or hereaf
ter appropriated by any act of Congress 
shall be available during the 15 hour period 
following the enactment of this act to ac
complish the reflagging of any Kuwaiti 
naval vessels." 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that the Small 
Business Committee will hold a full 
committee hearing on Wednesday, 
August 5, 1987, on the impact of sec
tion 1706 of the Tax Reform Act on 
technical service workers as independ
ent businesses. The hearing will com
mence at 10 a.m. and will be held in 
room 428A of the Russell Senate 
Office Building. For further inf orma
tion, please call Chuck Ludlam of the 
committee staff at 224-3095. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the public 
that a hearing has been scheduled 
before the full Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

The purpose of this hearing is to re
ceive testimony concerning the follow
ing civilian radioactive waste disposal 
related bills: S. 1007, S. 1141, S. 1211, 
S. 1266, and S. 1428. 

The hearing will take place Thurs
day, July 16, 1987, 9 a.m. in room SD-
366 of the Senate Dirksen Office 
Building in Washington, DC, and con
tinue on Friday, July 17, 1987, 8 a.m. 
in room SD-366. This hearing was 
originally scheduled to begin at 9:30 
a.m. on July 16 and continue all day. 
The committee is now planning to con
tinue with testimony on July 17. 

Those wishing to submit written 
statements for the record should write 
to the Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources, U.S. Senate, room SD-
364, Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC 20510. For further in
formation, please contact Mary Louise 
Wagner at (202) 224-7569. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the information 
of the Senate and the public that a 
change has been made in the schedule 
for the hearing on the status of the 
Department of Energy's efforts to ad
dress questions on environmental and 
safety issues concerning the defense 
materials production reactors located 
in the United States. 

The hearing will take place July 17, 
1987, 10 a.m. in room SD-366 in the 
Senate Dirksen Office Building in 
Washington, DC. This hearing was 
originally scheduled to begin at 9:30 
a.m. 

Those wishing to submit written tes
timony should address it to the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Re
sources, Subcommittee on Energy Re
search and Development, United 
States Senate, Washington, DC 20510. 

For further information, please con
tact Mary Louise Wagner at <202) 224-
7569. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEF..S 
TO MEET 

CO:MllUTTEE ON COKMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans
portation, be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
July 14, 1987, to consider pending com
mittee business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON MINERAL RESOURCES 
DEVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Mineral Resources Develop
ment and Production of the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources, 
be authorized to meet during the ses
sion of the Senate on Tuesday, July 
14, 1987, to receive testimony concern
ing S. 1006. The Geothermal Steam 
Act Amendments of 1987. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Rules and Administration be 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Tuesday, July 14, 
1987, to receive testimony on the nom
ination of James H. Billington to be 
Librarian of Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS, NATIONAL 
PARKS AND FORESTS 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Public Lands, National 
Parks and Forests of the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources be 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Tuesday, July 14, 
1987, at 2 p.m. to receive testimony 
concerning S. 735, a bill to amend the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Act of 1965, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

UNITED STATES-MEXICO TWIN 
PLANTS 

e Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, al
though separate and distinct from 
each other, the tariff schedules of the 
United States CTSUSl items 806.30 
and 807 .00 and the Mexican maquila
dora industry are complementary and 
offer mutual benefits to the United 
States and Mexico. Tariff items 806.30 
and 807 .00 provide incentives for firms 
to use U.S. content, thereby employing 
American workers and utilizing Ameri
can technology, production facilities, 
and service industries. The maquila
doras off er Mexico a means for earn-
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ing foreign exchange to repay debt to 
the United States and world financial 
institutions, assist the country in its 
economic development process, and 
help develop working and managerial 
talent. This truly exemplifies the 
spirit and intent of twin plant facili
ties which help both countries. 

United States-Mexico industrial rela
tions have had a unique relationship 
since the mid-1960's. Both the advent 
of the Mexican Border Industrializa
tion Program and the implementation 
of the Tariff Schedules of the United 
States occurred in 1963. Both original
ly contained tariff items 806.30 and 
807.00. Moreover, both programs ad
dressed the dutiable status of U.S. 
components advancing the value 
abroad. The Border Industrialization 
Program replaced the Bracero Pro
gram which allowed Mexican laborers 
to enter the United States on a tempo
rary basis from 1942 to 1964. Original
ly, the Bracero Program was designed 
to alleviate World War II-induced 
labor shortages in the Southwest 
United States. 

When the Bracero Program was dis
continued, the Mexican Government 
implemented the Border Industrializa
tion Program to help absorb excess 
labor. By waiving a number of foreign 
investment provisions that prevailed 
elsewhere in the country and allowing 
duty-free importation of components 
and materials, the Mexican Govern
ment created an investment environ
ment that was attractive to foreign 
companies. Until very recently, due to 
reasons of geographic proximity and 
the incentives provided by tariff items 
806.30 and 807 .00 almost all firms es
tablishing maquiladoras were Ameri
cans. Mr. President, I believe that the 
maquiladora industry is a program 
which is historically traced to United 
States-Mexico friendship, close prox
imity and an intertwined economy. I 
would have serious reservations con
cerning other countries' attempts to 
exploit or take advantage of this 
unique United States-Mexico program. 

Along these lines, there is no maqui
ladora free trade area where foreign 
firms might easily establish pass
through operations designed to cir
cumvent normal U.S. custom duties. 
Generally, importations into Mexico 
face heavy regulation and require 
import licenses, often not granted 
when a similar Mexican product is 
available. The enforcement and regu
lation of these TSUS items is rigorous. 
Machinery, equipment, and material 
designated for use in maquiladoras, 
whether along the border or in the in
terior of the country, may be imported 
duty free. However, upon exportation 
of the product to the United States, 
documentary evidence of the U.S. 
origin of the components must be pro
vided in order for the shipment to 
enter under tariff items 806.30 and 
807 .00. Shipments not eligible for 

entry under items 806.30 and 807 .00 
are assessed a normal rate of duty for 
the product. U.S. Customs regulations 
are specific, and detailed documenta
tion is required to be maintained and 
made available to Customs by firms 
utilizing tariff items 806.30 and 807 .00. 

An excellent example of the mutual 
benefits derived from maquiladora op
erations can be seen in the twin city 
plants of El Paso, TX, and Juarez, 
Mexico. According to 1986 information 
available from Grupo, Bermudez, the 
maquiladora industry in Juarez had 
210 plants in operation and supported 
89,600 employees for an annual pay
roll of approximately $250 million. 
The industry supported approximately 
7 ,400 employees in El Paso with an es
timated annual payroll of $112 million. 
Approximately $828 million flowed 
through El Paso banks in connection 
with the maquiladora industry; $10 
million was paid in lease and/ or mort
gage payments for facilities in El Paso; 
$4 million was paid in city, county, and 
State taxes; $116 million was spent on 
transportation services; and 14,000 
persons visited El Paso/Juarez in con
nection with the maquiladora industry 
thereby spending approximately $7 
million in hotel, food, and miscellane
ous expenses. The most notable statis
tics are on suppliers and support oper
ations servicing Juarez plants: 14,159 
firms, located in 49 States and employ
ing 218,675 workers. are involved in 
supplying components or services to 
the Juarez maquiladora. This is almost 
2112 times greater than the number of 
Mexican workers directly employed by 
the maquiladoras. Mr. President, ma
quiladoras benefit virtually every 
State, not just border States. For ex
ample, Illinois has 3,966 companies in
volved in servicing the Juarez facto
ries. There are 457 in New York. 329 in 
Indiana, and 150 in Washington. 

But the importance of production 
sharing and the maquiladoras is great
er than simply a balance sheet of jobs. 
These operations provide developing 
countries such as Mexico with the 
means for meeting their international 
financial obligations and developing 
economies. yet this entails no U.S. for
eign aid. In an era of huge Federal 
budget deficits. the benefits of this 
trade-not-aid philosophy cannot be ig
nored. Mr. President, this is the type 
of program which deserves support. 
Maquiladora is not just a buzzword for 
competitiveness. Maquiladoras work 
and address the U.S. trade problems. I 
enthusiastically support this program 
not just for Arizona, but for the 
United States.• 

WYOMING HAS THE NATION'S 
CLEANEST WATER 

• Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President. last 
week, the Environmental Protection 
Agency informed the State of Wyo-

ming that all the major municipalities · 
in Wyoming are in compliance with 
current water quality standards set by 
the Clean Water Act. Wyoming is the 
first State in the Nation to have its 
major municipalities meet the Clean 
Water Act standards. 

The Clean Water Act of 1972. as 
amended. provides standards for the 
abatement of the pollution of our sur
face and ground waters. The primary 
objective of the act has been to con
trol industrial and municipal waste 
discharges into the Nation's water
ways. While the act does set different 
standards for these two types of direct 
discharges. both industry and munici
palities have to meet strict standards 
to improve water quality. 

Municipalities are required to have 
under construction so-called secondary 
treatment facilities by July 1, 1988. A 
secondary treatment facility for a mu
nicipality is equivalent to an industrial 
treatment facility which must employ 
the best available technology economi
cally achievable to treat waste water. 
While the original standards of the 
1972 act have not been achieved, we 
have made significant progress in iden
tifying and controlling industrial and 
municipal wastes. The original legisla
tion did not anticipate either the tech
nical or the financial difficulties in de
veloping the waste treatment plants. 
Despite the various difficulties en
countered over the years. 15 years of 
effort is now evident in the improved 
quality of our waterways. 

The deadline municipalities must 
meet to comply with the act is 1 year 
away. However, the major municipali
ties in Wyoming are now in compli
ance with the standards. Being the 
first State in the Nation to meet the 
standards 1 year ahead of schedule is a 
remarkable achievement. EPA has also 
inf armed me that the smaller commu
nities in Wyoming are close to meeting 
the 1988 standards. 

The people of Wyoming are serious 
about the quality of our environment. 
We believe that clean air and clean 
water are critical to maintaining the 
high quality living standards that we 
are accustomed to in Wyoming. Water 
quality, in particular, has great impor
tance to us since Wyoming, like other 
Western States. has an arid climate. 
Anyone living in the Washington area 
cannot imagine the importance of 
water in the West. The 4 inches of 
rainfall in the Washington area over 
the past weekend represents more 
than one-fourth of the annual rainfall 
in Wyoming. Water is a vital natural 
resource. and I am particularly proud 
that our communities in Wyoming 
have acted to protect this resource by 
reaching the standards set by the 
Clean Water Act.e 
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A SALUTE TO GEN. EARL T. 

O'LOUGHLIN 
• Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity to recog
nize a well respected and highly distin
guished military officer, Gen. Earl T. 
O'Loughlin, U.S. Air Force. General 
O'Loughlin, after an illustrious career 
of 36 years in the service of his coun
try, is retiring from active duty on 
August 1, 1987. 

General O'Loughlin began his mili
tary career as an enlisted airman in 
February 1951. Upon graduating from 
pilot training in June 1952, he was 
commissioned a second lieutenant in 
the U.S. Air Force, after which he 
completed B-29 combat crew training 
at Randolph Air Force Base, TX, and 
Forbes Air Force Base, KS, in January 
1953. General O'Loughlin was then as
signed to the 98th Bombardment Wing 
at Yokota Air Base, Japan and from 
there he flew 29 combat missions and 
224 combat hours in B-29's over North 
Korea. 

When General O'Loughlin returned 
to the United States in August 1953, 
he was assigned to the 26th Strategic 
Reconnaissance Wing at Lockbourne 
Air Force Base, OH, where he quali
fied in RB-47E's. From 1953 to 1963, 
he served at Lockbourne as an aircraft 
commander, instructor pilot, standard
ization evaluator, and squadron oper
ations officer for RB-47E's and B-
47E's. 

Following graduation from the Air 
Command and Staff College in June 
1964, he served as a B-52 aircraft com
mander and instructor pilot with the 
379th Bombardment Wing at Wurt
smith Air Force Base, MI. From 1965 
to 1968, he was chief of the programs 
and scheduling branch for the 379th 
Bombardment Wing. In January 1968, 
General O'Loughlin was assigned as 
B-52 arc light · air operations officer 
with the U.S. Military Assistance Com
mand, Saigon, J-3, Republic of Viet
nam, and in January 1969 he returned 
to Wurtsmith Air Force Base as com
mander of the 379th Organizational 
Maintenance Squadron. From January 
1970 to November 1971, he was assist
ant deputy commander for mainte
nance and then deputy commander for 
maintenance with the 379th Bombard
ment Wing. 

From November 1971 to August 
1972, General O'Loughlin was assigned 
to Headquarters Strategic Air Com
mand, Offutt Air Force Base, NE, as 
chief of the maintenance management 
division. He then entered the Army 
War College and after graduation in 
June 1973, he became vice commander 
of the 97th Bombardment Wing, 
Blytheville Air Force Base, AR. Later 
he was commander of the KC-135 
equipped 310th Provisional Wing 
<Young Tiger> at U-Tapao Royal Thai 
Naval Airfield, Thailand. 

He returned to the United States in 
April 1974 to command the 380th 

Bombardment Wing at Plattsburgh 
Air Force Base, NY. During his assign
ment, the FB-111/KC-135 wing re
ceived the Fairchild Trophy as the 
best bombardment wing in the Strate
gic Air Command's annual bombing 
and navigation competition. 

The general's next assignment was 
deputy for- maintenance, engineering, 
and supply in the Office of the 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Systems and 
Logistics at Headquarters U.S. Air 
Force, Washington, DC, from July 
1975 to June 1977. He then became 
vice commander of the Oklahoma City 
Air Logistics Center at Tinker Air 
F'orce Base, OK. 

General O'Loughlin was named 
deputy chief of staff for contracting 
and manufacturing at Air Force Logis
tics Command headquarters in Decem
ber 1978 and was assigned there as 
deputy chief of staff for maintenance 
in June 1979. Transferring to Kelly 
Air Force Base, TX, in March 1981, he 
served as commander of the San Anto
nio Air Logistics Center. In July 1982, 
he was named vice commander of Air 
Force Logistics Command, Wright-Pat
terson Air Force Base, OH, and 
became the commander in September 
1984. 

As a direct result of General 
O'Loughlin's leadership as command
er, the Air Force Logistics Command's 
contribution to military readiness and 
substainability has been greatly en
hanced. For example, intensive man
agement efforts and an increasing 
availability for spare parts have im
proved the mission capability rates for 
every operational command in the Air 
Force. Additionally, the Logistics Man
agement Systems Modernization Pro
gram has significantly improved the 
data automation capability of the com
mand, which had previously been a 
weak link in the weapon systems and 
core logistics functions of the Air 
Force. 

General O'Loughlin is a command 
pilot with more than 6,000 flying 
hours. His military decorations and 
awards include the Distinguished 
Service Medal, Legion of Merit, Distin
guished Flying Cross, Bronze Star 
Medal, Meritorious Service Medal, Air 
Medal and Air Force Commendation 
Medal with four oak leaf clusters. 

I ask that we all join in recognizing 
the outstanding contributions this dis
tinguished officer has made to the 
U.S. Air Force and our national de
f ense.e 

FEDERAL LAND EXCHANGE 
FACILITATION ACT OF 1987 

e Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
am today cosponsoring S. 1260, the 
Federal Land Exchange Facilitation 
Act of 1987. If enacted, this bill will 
reduce the lengthy delays that unnec
essarily hinder Federal land ex
changes. 

Federal land exchanges should be 
encouraged. Located throughout 
public lands controlled by Federal 
land management agencies, that is, 
Forest Service, Bureau of Land Man
agement, are private inholdings, par
cels of privately owned land located 
within public land. Generally, the 
rights to these private lands were ac
quired before the Federal land was 
designated ~ for management protec
tion. From the perspective of Federal 
land management agencies and the 
general public, the private inholdings 
create a number of management prob
lems related to access, commercial de
velopment, and environmental protec
tion. 

In addition, the Federal Government 
possesses some lands that the manag
ing Federal agencies do not consider 
desirable to retain for various reasons. 

So these agencies try to acquire de
sired private land when possible, and 
divest the Federal Government of land 
it does not wish to keep. One device 
often used is a land exchange, private 
land traded for public land of similar 
value. Extensive analysis · is required 
before land exchanges are completed. 
Included in the analysis is an environ
mental assessment, economic valu
ation, solicitation, and review of public 
comment. 

I am told the average land exchange 
takes 7 years. Provisions included in S. 
1260 would streamline land exchange 
procedures, reducing processing time. 
This bill is good legislation, and I sup
port it. 

I must . add a note of caution. Sena
tor WALLOP, who pioneered the con
cept of streamli11ing land exchanges, 
raises concerns that the bill does not 
address perhaps the most important 
land exchange issue now pending. 
That issue is a Federal court injunc
tion, issued in National Wildlife Feder
ation versus Burford. The injunction 
appears to be overbroad and not en
tirely related to the genesis of the 
case. The injunction has placed many 
land exchanges in limbo. In some in
stances, only those land exchanges 
that are approved by the court and 
the parties in the suit are being con
cluded. Senator WALLOP believes the 
bill should be amended to allow at 
least those exchanges to be completed 
that are not related to the genesis of 
the suit. I agree. The principles of es
tablished law and the fairness of a reg
ulatory process are frustrated when 
circumvented by an overbroad injunc
tion, and when a party to a suit can 
exercise some discretion about what 
land exchanges can be released from 
the injunction. 

This legislation is backed by an un
usually diverse coalition of interests, 
for example, the American Forestry 
Association, the American Ski Federa
tion, the American Wilderness Alli
ance, Def enders of Wildlife, Rocky 
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Mountain Energy, Sierra Club, Weyer
haeuser Co., several exchange compa
nies and the Western States Land 
Commissioners Association. 

I look forward to working with Sena
tor WALLOP on this issue. In the mean
time, I am cosponsoring S. 1260. It 
enjoys broad and diverse local, envi
ronmental, and administration sup
port since it will facilitate land ex
changes now being made.e 

THE DEATH OF NATHAN 
PERLMUTTER 

e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, by 
now, Senators will have learned of the 
death Sunday of Nathan Perlmutter, 
the director of the Anti-Defamation 
League of B'nai B'rith. This was espe
cially sad news for the Senator from 
New York, as Nate Perlmutter was a 
close friend of many years. 

Only last month, Nathan Perlmutter 
was awarded the Presidential Medal of 
Freedom, our Nation's highest civilian 
award. President Reagan on that occa
sion said of Nate that he "made it his 
life work to champion human digni
ty." Nate Pewlmutter was an inspira
tion to all who cherish human free
dom, and I know my colleagues join 
me in sending condolences to his wife 
Ruthann and their family. 

Mr. President, I ask that obituaries 
for Nathan Perlmutter from today's 
New York Times and Newsday be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The obituaries follow: 
[From the New York Times, July 14, 19871 

NATHAN PERLMUTTER, TOP EXECUTIVE OF 
.ANTI-DEFAMATION LEAGUE, DIES 

(By Eric Pace) 
Nathan Perlmutter, the national director 

of the Anti-Defamation League of B'nai 
B'rith since 1979, died of lung cancer 
Sunday afternoon at the Memorial Sloan
Kettering Cancer Center, where he was ad
mitted July 8. He was 64 years old and lived 
in Manhattan. 

A colleague said yesterday that Mr. Perl
mutter used to smoke cigars but quit several 
years ago. His lung cancer was first diag
nosed in 1985. 

Mr. Perlmutter, a blunt-spoken lawyer 
who grew up in Brooklyn, worked most of 
his adult life with the Anti-Defamation 
League, and, as its senior full-time execu
tive, became nationally known as one of the 
chief spokesmen for American Jews on a va
riety of issues, many of which were related 
to anti-Semitism. 

As national director of the A.D.L., which 
was founded in 1913, he oversaw its national 
headquarters in Manhattan, its 31 regional 
offices in the United States, its overseas of
fices in Jerusalem, Rome and Paris, and its 
liaison offices in Latin America. 

He was awarded the Presidential Medal of 
Freedom, the United States' highest civilian 
award, last month. In presenting it, Presi
dent Reagan said Mr. Perlmutter had 
"made it his life work to champion human 
dignity." 

In a statement released at City Hall yes
terday, Mayor Koch said, "Nate Perlmutter 
had the deepest commitment to justice for 
everyone without regard to race, ethnicity, 

religion or gender that I have ever encoun
tered." 

In late 1980, commenting on a league 
survey that showed an increase in reported 
anti-semitic incidents that year, Mr. Perl
mutter said the findings "suggest that there 
is a high quotient of anti-Semitism and anti
Jewish hostility which still exists just be
neath the surface of American life." 

ATTITUDES TOWARD ISRAEL 

Mr. Perlmutter said in an interview in 
1984 that he had become increasingly wor
ried about American attitudes toward Israel. 
"I am more concerned by an isolationism 
that may deprive America's strongest ally in 
the Middle East of needed support," he said, 
"than I am with some Klansman in a cow 
pasture in central Missouri." 

In 1984, after Louis Farrakhan, the black 
Muslim leader, criticized Israel and the 
American political establishment in a 
speech at the National Press Club in Wash
ington, Mr. Perlmutter said that "by provid
ing Farrakhan with a bullhorn for his rav
ings, the press is magnifying his signifi
cance." 

In that same year, after the Rev. Jesse 
Jackson, a Presidential candidate, contend
ed in an interview that Jewish leaders were 
trying to make him a pariah, Mr. Perlmut
ter said that "Jews speak for their dignity 
against his anti-Semitic statements and 
somehow that becomes 'arrogant' and 'con
temptuous,'" referring to terms Mr. Jack
son used in the interview. 

A few days later, Mr. Perlmutter said that 
what he called a "personal statement and 
apology" by Mr. Jackson for earlier express
ing views that were widely seen as anti-Se
mitic was "candid and welcome." 

SON OF POLISH IMMIGRANTS 

Mr. Perlmutter was raised in the Wil
liamsburg section of Brooklyn, the son of 
immigrants from Poland. His father, 
Hyman, was a tailor by trade but worked as 
a laborer for the Work Projects Administra
tion during the Depression; his mother, the 
former Bella Finkelstein, sold ices from a 
pushcart. 

Mr. Perlmutter, who attended George
town and Villanova Universities, volun
teered during World War II for the United 
States Marine Corps and served in China. In 
1949, he received a Bachelor of Laws degree 
from New York University. In that year, he 
joined the Anti-Defamation League, which 
assigned him to a variety of posts around 
the country in the next 15 years. 

Leaving the agency, Mr. Perlmutter was 
associate national director of the American 
Jewish Committee from 1965 to 1969 and a 
vice president of Brandeis University in 
Waltham, Mass., from 1969 to 1973. He then 
returned to the Anti-Defamation League, 
initially as assistant national director. 

MY MIND IS SMILING 

In June 1985, he was told by his family 
physician that he had lung cancer. A jour
nal he kept for some weeks afterward was 
published in The New York Times Magazine 
of Nov. 24, 1985, under the headline "Diary 
of a Cancer Patient." In it he wrote: "You're 
supposed to see your life go by at times like 
this. What did I do with mine? My mind is 
smiling at what I feel I've accomplished. I 
married the prettiest girl in the neighbor
hood. I made it to Marine infantry officer, 
wrote a few books and became director of 
A.D.L." 

He continued to work at his Manhattan 
office through last spring and then worked 
from his home until he entered the Sloan
Kettering center on July 8. 

He was the author of two books, "How to 
Win at the Races" <1964> and "A Bias of Re
flections" <1972>, and the co-author, with 
his wife, of a third, "The Real Anti-Bemi
tism" <1982). 

Mr. Perlmutter is survived by his wife, the 
former Ruthann Osofsky; a brother, Philip, 
of Boston; a son, Dean, of Scottsdale, Ariz., 
and a daughter, Nina Mohit of Prescott, 
Ariz. 

A funeral service will be held at noon to
morrow in the main sanctuary of Temple 
Emanu-El, at Fifth Avenue and 65th Street. 

[From Newsday, July 14, 1987] 
PEllLMuTTER OF B'NAI B'RITH DIES 

<By Anthony Scaduto) 
Nathan Perlmutter, 64, national director 

of the Anti-Defamation League of B'nai 
B'rith, who had been battling lung cancer 
for two years, died of the disease Sunday at 
Memorial Sloan-Kettering Hospital in Man
hattan. 

"You're supposed to see your life go by at 
times like this," Mr. Perlmutter wrote in 
"Diary of a Cancer Patient," published in 
the New York Times Magazine in Novem
ber, 1985. "What did I do with mine? My 
mind is smiling at what I feel I've accom
plished. I married the prettiest girl in the 
neighborhood. I made it to Marine infantry 
officer, wrote a few books and became direc
tor of ADL ... " 

Mr. Perlmutter, a major force in the inter
national Jewish community, spent most of 
his professional life working for ADL. De
spite treatment at Sloan-Kettering, he con
tinued to carry a full schedule. He went to 
work almost daily, traveled widely and ap
peared on TV news and talk shows. 

"The entire nation is impoverished by the 
passing of Nathan Perlmutter," Gov. Mario 
Cuomo said in a statement yesterday. "He 
was a brilliant and most effective fighter 
against anti-Semitism and all forms of big
otry and prejudice. He labored to build a so
ciety based on dignity and justice." 

Last month, Mr. Perlmutter received the 
Presidential Medal of Freedom, the nation's 
highest civilian award, for making it "his 
life work to champion human dignity,'' 
President Ronald Reagan said in presenting 
the medal. 

In recent months, Mr. Perlmutter had 
also been presented with the Eleanor Roose
velt Human Rights Award by Mayor 
Edward I. Koch, an honorary doctorate by 
Hebrew Union College and the B'nai B'rith 
Gold Medallion for Humanitarianism. 

A lawyer, author, and lecturer, Mr. Perl
mutter grew up in the Williamsburg section 
of Brooklyn, the child of Polish immigrants. 
"We were poor, but not underprivileged," he 
once wrote. 

After two years as a Marine infantry offi
cer, he earned a law degree from New York 
University Law School. 

He joined the ADL in 1949 and remained 
with it for the rest of his life, except for 
eight years when he was associate national 
director of the American Jewish Committee, 
1965 to 1969, and vice president of Brandeis 
University, 1969 to 1973. 

Mr. Perlmutter was the author of several 
books, including "A Bias of Reflections" 
and, with his wife, Ruthann, "The Real 
Anti-Semitism.'' 

He also bred and raced thoroughbred 
horses. 

Besides his wife, he is survived by a son, 
Dean; a daughter, Nina Mohit, and a broth
er, Philip. Services will be held tomorrow at 
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Temple Emanu-El, Fifth Avenue and 65th 
Street,Manhattan.e 

THE ABRAMS POSSE 
e Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 
ask that an article by Charles Krauth
ammer entitled "The Abrams Posse," 
which appeared in the July 3d edition 
of the Washington Post, be printed in 
the RECORD. Mr. Krauthammer points 
out that those who call for the ouster 
of Assistant Secretary of State Elliott 
Abrams do so not because he misled 
Congress over the soliciation of funds 
for the Contras from the Sultan of 
Brunei, but rather as a first step 
toward overturning our policy in Cen
tral America. 

Those calling for Mr. Abrams head 
claim it as a necessary "first step in re
building the bipartisan consensus and 
trust so essential to the conduct of our 
foreign policy." They asset that they 
seek "close and candid consultation" 
with the administration. But Krauth
ammer notes that "what these Demo
crats want is not consultation • • • 
they want to overturn the policy. • • • 
The Democrats' idea of a bipartisan 
Nicaragua policy is one in which 
Democrats and Republicans join 
hands to disband the Contras." He 
urges the administration not to sacri
fice Abrams, and so do I. 

The article follows: 
[From the Washington Post, July 3, 19871 

THE ABRAMS POSSE 

<By Charles Krauthammer) 
Washington is suspended, waiting for next 

week, when Ollie North will explain, among 
other things, how he used Iran arms money 
to acquire snow tires and security alarms. 
Meanwhile, a leading half-time activity in 
Iran-contra Washington consists of debating 
whether Elliott Abrams, assistant secretary 
of state for inter-American affairs, should 
be fires for having mislead Congress about 
U.S. government assistance to the contras at 
a time when some forms of assistance were 
prohibited. 

The first art icle of impeachment against 
Abrams is that he was not sufficiently at
tentive to Oliver North's activities. Abra.mS 
argues that it is not the job of an assistant 
secretary of state to oversee the White 
House. He assumed that his colleagues at 
the NSC were telling him the truth and not 
acting idiotically. Both assumptions proved 
wrong, but the evidence to date supports 
Abrams' assertion that he was not part of 
the private network. Considering the lies 
that North told everyone-Assistant Attor
ney General Charles Cooper testified that 
he would not believe North under oath-it 
seems plausible that he lied to Abrams as he 
lied to almost everyone else about the 
nature of his activities. 

Article two says that for 18 days Abrams 
mislead Congress and the country about 
who was behind the Hasenfus mission. Sec
retary of State George Shultz has answered 
that charge rather directly. "I was lied to," 
he said, and "Elliott Abrams was lied to." 
Are Shultz and Abrams lying now? If so, 
both should be fired. But there is no evi
dence to suggest that they a.re. 

Article three is supposedly the capital of
fense: Abrams misled the Senate Intelli-

gence Committee about the solicitation of 
$10 million from the sultan of Brunei. Sec
retary Shultz, in a letter to Congress de
fending Abrams, admits the mistake but ex
plains that "at the time Mr. Abrams gave 
his testimony, we had given that country a 
pledge of absolute confidentiality ... " That 
is still no excuse for misleading Congress. 
One does not prefer a pledge of confiden
tially to a foreign ruler over the responsibil
ity to level with one's own Congress. But 
who made that pledge in the first place? 
Shultz says "we." The secretary of state is 
ultimately the one who decides that a solici
tation be made in "absolute confidential
ity," meaning, I suppose, that even Congress 
should not be told. If making such a deci
sion is a hanging offense, well, then, should 
not Shultz hang too? Congress' highminded
ness should lead it to call for Shultz's resig
nation. There a.re no such calls. Which 
makes one wonder whether what moves the 
Abrams posse is principle or politics. 

The identity of those calling for Abrams' 
head makes one wonder even more. Most in
sistent is the liberal wing of the Democratic 
Party, which has consistently opposed 
contra aid, a policy that Abrams has done 
more to advance than anyone else. Of the 
129 Democrats who signed a letter to Shultz 
demanding Abrams' resignation, only four 
voted for contra aid last June. Firing 
Abrams, the letter asserts, "is an essential 
first step in rebuilding the bipartisan con
sensus and trust so essential to the conduct 
of our foreign policy." One of the signers, 
Rep. Edward Feighan, wrote his own longer 
letter explaining that a bipartisan policy in 
Central America requires "close and candid 
consultation between the executive branch 
and the Congress" and thus Abrams, who 
now is "unable to command such credibility 
before this Congress," must go. 

But what these Democrats want is not 
consultation or compromise. They want to 
overturn the policy. The idea that Abrams 
must go because in their eyes he is not a 
trustworthy enough person with whom to 
shape a bipartisan Nicaragua policy is a 
phony. The Democrats' idea of a bipartisan 
Nicaragua policy is one in which Democrats 
and Republicans join hands to disband the 
contras. They want to get rid of Abrams be
cause for two years he rolled over them on 
contra policy and because, if they can force 
the administration to fire the chief archi
tect of the policy, they will have revealed 
the administration's weakness, indeed its 
desperation, on Central America. 

More muted calls for Abrams to retire 
have come from another quarter, moderate 
Republicans and conservative Democrats 
who have supported contra aid. During the 
Iran-contra hearings, Rep. Dante Fascell, 
Sen. David Boren and Sen. William Cohen 
indicated that the president might have a 
better chance of getting contra aid if 
Abrams were gone. 

In fact, it is hard to think of a single 
member of Congress whose mind would be 
changed by Abrams' firing. The Iran-contra 
hearings have changed none of the facts on 
the ground in Central America. Imagine a 
congressman who did switch his vote on 
contra aid based upon whether or not 
Abrams' head was offered up to him. He 
would be rightly accused of putting politics 
ahead of his country's interests. Boren said 
as much: "That would be a very petty basis 
on which to reach a decision about some
thing of extreme importance to our national 
security." Both Boren and Cohen have now 
affirmed that their votes will not be affect
ed by Abrams' fate. 

Yet the new team at the White House 
does not seem averse to sacrificing Abrams 
if that would boost the president's immedi
ate fortunes. Accordingly, it has under
mined Abrams with unattributed state
ments and lukewarm official pronounce
ments. This is a case where faithlessness is 
not even good politics. Sacrificing Abrams 
would weaken both the president's image 
and the contra cause. It would be read, cor
rectly, not as conciliation but as capitula
tion. The Abrams case, like much Iran
contra pleading, is less about principle than 
it is about power. Those pushing for 
Abrams' ouster know the stakes. Only the 
White House seems oblivious.e 

BUDGET SCOREKEEPING 
REPORT 

e Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I 
hereby submit to the Senate the 
budget scorekeeping report for this 
week, prepared by the Congressional 
Budget Office in response to section 
308<B> of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974, as amended. This report 
was prepared consistent with standard 
scorekeeping conventions. This report 
also serves as the scorekeeping report 
for the purposes of section 311 of the 
budget act. 

This report shows that current level 
spending is under the budget resolu
tion by $0.3 billion in budget author
ity, but over in outlays by $15.9 billion. 

The report follows: 
U.S. CONGRESS, 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 
Washington, DC July 13, 1987. 

Hon. LAWTON CHILES, 
Chainnan, Committee on the Budget, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, DC 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The attached report 

shows the effects of congressional action on 
the budget for fiscal year 1987. The estimat
ed totals of budget authority, outlays, and 
revenues are compared to the appropriate 
or recommended levels contained in the 
most recent budget resolution, Senate Con
current Resolution 120. This report meets 
the requirements for Senate scorekeeping of 
section 5 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
32 and is current through July 10, 1987. The 
report is submitted under section 308(b) and 
in aid of section 311 of the Congressional 
Budget Act, as amended. At your request 
this report incorporates the CBO economic 
and technical estimating assumptions issued 
on January 2, 1987. 

No changes have occurred since my last 
report. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

EDWARD M. GRAMLICH, 
Acting Director. 

CBO WEEKLY SCOREKEEPING REPORT FOR THE U.S. SENATE, 
lOOTH CONGRESS, lST SESSION AS OF JULY 10, 1987 

[Fiscal year 1987-in billions of dollars] 

=·~~::::: : : ::::: : ::: ::::::::::: : ::: 
Revenues ......................................... .. 

~~~~~g~:S::::: :: :: : :: : ::::::::: 
Guaranteed loan commitments .......... 

Current 
level' 

1,093.0 
1,010.9 

833.9 
2,305.9 

42.2 
140.6 

re!i~~ S. Current level 
r.on. Res. ret/uiiOn 

120 

1,093.4 
995.0 
852.4 

2 2,322.8 
34.6 

100.8 

-.3 
15.9 

-18.5 
-16.9 

7.7 
39.8 
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i The current level represents the estimated revenue and direct spending 

effects (~ authority and outlays) of all legislation that Congress has 
enacted 1n lhtS or previous sessions or sent to the President for his approval. 
In addition, estimates are included of the direct spending effects · for all 
entitlement or other programs requiring annual appropriations under current law 
even though the appropriations have not been made. The current level of debt 
subject to limit reflects the latest U.S. Treasury information on public debt 
transactions. 

2 The current statutory debt limit is $2,320 billion. 

FISCAL YEAR 1987 SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR CBO WEEKLY 
SCOREKEEPING REPORT U.S. SENATE, IOOTH CONGRESS, 
lST SESSION AS OF JULY 10, 1987 

[In millions of dollars] 

Budget 
authority Outlays Revenues 

I. Enacted in previous sessions: 
Revenues ................................................................................. 833,855 

~~~st fu~~~-~-· 720,451 638.771 
Other appropriations ................ 542,890 554,239 
Offsetting receipts ................... -185,071 -185,071 

Total enacted in previous 
sessions .......................... 1,078,269 1,007,938 833,855 

II. Enacted this session: 
Water Quality Act of 1987 

(Public Law 100-4) ......... . 
Emergency Supplemental for 

the Homeless (Public Law 

SuJ!°
6tiaiiSii(irtaiiOii""aiid·· 

Relocation Act (Public 

-4 

-7 

Law 100-17) ..................... 10,466 
Technical Corrections to 

FERS Act (Public Law 

Pr~~~1~lraiiee·· 1e;;s· · ai .. ttie·· 
Statue of liberty Monu
ment (Public Law 1 OO-

sJ5 ~ograiii .. aiKi"Aiiiiioriza: .. 
lion Amendments (H.R. 
2166) ................................ . -43 

-4 

-1 

-80 

Supplemental Appropriations, 
1987 (H.R. i827) ............. 4,212 3,018 ..................... . 

Total.. .................................. 14,625 2,935 ..................... . 
Ill. Continuing resolution authority ......................................................................... . 
IV. Conference agreements ratified 

by both Houses ................ ................................................................................. . 
V.Entitlement authority and other 

mandatory items requiring fur-
ther awroprialion action: 

Special milk ............................ . 
Veterans Compensation .......... .. 
Readjustment benefits ........... .. 
Federal unemployment bene-

fits and allowances ............ . 
Advances to the unemploy-

ment trust funds 1 ............ . 

Payments to health care 
trusts funds 1 ... ... ............. .. 

Medical facilities guarantee 
and loan fund .................... . 

Payment to Civil service re-
tirement and disability 
fund' ····· ···························· 

Coast Guard retired pay ..... .... . 

Total entitlements .............. . 

Total current level as of 

2 ............................. ................ . 
93 
9 

33 

(3) 

(224) 

(33) 
3 

33 .................... .. 

(3) ..................... . 

(224) ..................... . 

4 ................... .. 

(33) ..................... . 
3 

~~~~~~~~~-

145 40 

July 10, 1987 ................ 1,093,039 
19\~.~iit .. ~~.~~~- .. ~.~ .... ~:. . 1,093,350 

1,010,913 

995,000 

833,857 

852,400 
~~~~~~~~~-

Amou~en;l!1=~·:::::::: :: .............. 311 ............. ~~:~~~ ............... 1a:s43 

1 lnterfund transactions do not add to budget totals. 
Note-Numbers may not add due to rounding.e 

THE AMERICAN ANTIQUARIAN 
SOCIETY 

e Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, it 
was during the War of 1812 that 
Isaiah Thomas petitioned the Massa
chusetts legislature to establish a soci
ety for his growing collection of books, 
pamphlets, and manuscripts. The col
lection must have looked like junk to 
the legislators-diaries and children's 
books, ships logs and music scores
but they granted him a charter. In Oc-

tober 1812, the American Antiquarian 
Society was incorporated. 

Under the watchful eye of director 
Marcus Mccorison, the American An
tiquarian Society is today alive and 
well in Worcester, MA. One hundred 
and seventy-five years and untold vol
umes after Thomas' plea to the legisla
ture, that collection of junk has 
become the single most extensive and 
important collection of early American 
history in the world. 

A lot of libraries house the biogra
phies and the letters and the journals 
of our forebearers, but it is the Ameri
can Antiquarian Society which houses 
the world in which they lived. 
Thomas• goal was to collect and pre
serve "every variety of book, pam
phlet, and manuscript that might be 
valuable in illustrating any and all 
parts of American history." On the 
shelves of his society stand the soap 
advertisements and the cookbooks, the 
political tracts and the street maps, 
the bibles and the ballads of this 
young Nation. In the walls of his socie
ty is the spirit of a people many of 
whose names we will never know but 
who came together to define America. 

Mr. President, I am among the 500 
members of the American Antiquarian 
Society, as is our colleague Senator 
MOYNIHAN. With great pride and 
pleasure, I come to the floor today to 
honor the society and ask that "A 
Good Home for Old Words", an article 
about this unique national treasure, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
[From American Heritage, July I August 

1987) 
A Goon HoME FOR OLD WoRDs 

<By Gillian Avery) 
The American Antiquarian Society, which 

houses two-thirds of all the material known 
to have been published in this country from 
1640 to 1821, this year is celebrating its 
175th anniversary. Located in Worcester, 
Massachusetts, it is an organization of great 
distinction as well as unique gentility. Its 
membership, limited to five hundred at any 
one time, has included twelve Presidents of 
the United States and forty-eight Pulitzer 
Prize-winning authors. 

The work as well as the atmosphere of 
this superlative depository of our history 
was described by an appreciative English 
scholar of children's literature who original
ly published her impressions of the society 
in the London Times Literary Supplement: 

Those who are used to working in the 
rare-book rooms of American libraries 
behind bullet-proof glass and electronically 
controlled doors, scanned by closed-circuit 
television and frisked by armed guards, 
cannot fail to be struck by the gentlemanly 
way in which the American Antiquarian So
ciety, the chief repository of early American 
historical material, treats its readers, or by 
the tranquillity of its reading-room, in 
which it is often difficult to discern other 
readers, even at what the library avers to be 
high season. . . . 

Towards the end of Salisbury Street [in 
Worcester, Massachusetts] are the porti
coed classical premises which the Society 
has occupied since 1910. It is rather like ar-

riving at a club or a country house. There is 
a subdued but cordial welcome from a court
ly major domo who presents the readers' 
register with the air of a trusted family 
servant. Within are fine examples of coloni
al furniture and portraiture-objects which 
the Society has acquired almost absentmind
edly over the years. Melodious clocks chime 
out the quarters and the hours. The service 
is deft, rapid and personal-your books 
appear unsolicited on your desk the instant 
you are seen advancing over the threshold. 
The reading-room is comfortably small; the 
catalogues, issue desk and all the reference 
books you need are only a step from your 
chair. If American history is what you are 
after, then this must be the most agreeable 
library in the world. 

Across the road is the private house <the 
last owner's family portraits still: hanging on 
the walls> which the Society has recently 
acquired and adapted to lodge five readers
its Fellows, for the most part-working on 
long-term projects, who before this would 
have had to find their own accommoda
tion. . . . There is a lot to be learnt from 
the other inhabitants of the Goddard-Dan
iels house ... One was studying the book
trade in eighteenth-century America, one 
pursuing early Vermont families, a third 
scrutinizing old almanacs for mention of 
weather, a fourth reading Increase Mather's 
journal, a fifth early children's books. 

We were grateful for the comfort of the 
Goddard-Daniels house, since many of our 
hours were spent there. The gentlemanli
ness of the Society extends to the hours it 
keeps: it is open only until five o'clock, and 
closed the whole weekend ... But you are 
allowed to carry off for weekend reading 
such books as are still in print-though it 
has to be said that replaceable material 
plays a very small part here, where so many 
of the holdings are unique items. 

The American Antiquarian Society was 
founded by Isaiah Thomas, who, fleeing 
from Boston and the retribution of the Eng
lish during the American Revolution, had 
brought his patriot newspaper, the Massa
chusetts Spy, his printing press and his 
types to Worcester in 1775. He set up shop 
and remained there for fifty-six years, cre
ating the principal printing and publishing 
business in the country, which eventually 
included newspapers, a paper mill, a bindery 
and bookshops. He was also a scholar and 
collector, one of the first to realize the his
torical value of ephemeral printing. He set 
out, for instance, to buy up the office files 
of every Revolutionary newspaper, and 
bought from a Boston music shop one copy 
of every ballad in stock. In 1812, two years 
after his History of Printing in America had 
appeared, he petitioned the Massachusetts 
Legislature for permission to establish a so
ciety to which he proposed to transfer his li
brary. The Society was incorporated in Oc
tober, and a few months later he announced 
the gift of his library. As the war of 1812 
was then in progress, Worcester, forty miles 
from the sea, and the danger of enemy bom
bardment, was held to be a reasonably safe 
place for a collection which even then was 
realized to be irreplaceable. Thomas was the 
Society's first president and a very active 
one. In assisting it to collect and preserve 
"every variety of book, pamphlet and manu
script that might be valuable in illustrating 
any and all parts of American history" he 
himself gave more than $20,000 and be
tween seven and eight thousand books, in
cluding the library of the Mather family
"unquestionably the oldest in New Eng
land" he said proudly in his diary-which he 
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bought from one of Cotton Mather's grand
daughters. When the Society's holdings 
grew too large to be accommodated in his 
own house he contributed a site and money 
to build new premises, which were complet
ed in 1820. His zeal for the well-being of the 
institution he had founded continued to the 
end. Three years before his death, when he 
was seventy-nine, he was cutting the grass. 

Christopher Columbus Baldwin, who 
became librarian in 1832, had the same sort 
of zest and energy. He interested himself 
particularly in the newspaper collection 
<now the largest in the country> and in pam
phlets. He acquired from one notable foray 
in the attics of the eccentric Thomas Wall
cut two-and-a-quarter tons of pamphlets 
and manuscripts (including Cotton Mather's 
diaries>. Though at the time the Society's 
council looked at this haul with less than 
enthusiasm, it is now regarded as one of the 
most important of the nineteenth-century 
acquisitions. His successor, Samuel Foster 
Haven, held office for forty-three years and 
almost doubled the number of books in the 
library. But the record for length of tenure 
is held by Clarence S. Brigham. Appointed 
when he was thirty, he was librarian for 
fifty-one years and began in 1908 with a co
lossal springcleaning. Until then the Soci
ety's historical interests had extended to ar
chaeology and anthropology, and it had in 
the course of nearly a century accumulated 
a staggering variety of objects. <Baldwin 
had complained about the bureaux and 
chests that were stuffed with old clothes.> 
The visitor to the Victorian building was 
confronted not only by a copy of Michelan
gelo's "Moses" and other plastic casts, but 
Indian, Icelandic and Hawaiian artifacts and 
relics from Yucatan including a colossal re
production of a temple. Brigham made 
short work of all these, and only those his
torical objects that had some relevance to 
the books and manuscripts were allowed to 
remain. He also limited the fields of interest 
of the library to areas in which it was al
ready particularly strong. Newspapers were 
one of these, and he not only became an ag
gressive collector but their chief bibliogra
pher. His History and Bibliography of Amer
ican Newspapers, 1690-1820 appeared in 
1954-one of the Society's many contribu
tions to bibliographical knowledge, which 
include Early American Imprints 1639-1800, 
a microprint edition of every extant book, 
pamphlet and broadside printed in America 
before 1801. 

Purged of what Brigham had decreed 
were irrelevancies, the Society moved to its 
present premises in 1910 and settled down 
to being a research library. Its holdings are 
still of enormous variety. There are alma
nacs, ballads, bibles, bookplates, political 
cartoons, cookery books, city and trade di
rectories, genealogies, maps, topographical 
engravings, valentines, trade catalogues, 
music, stereoscopic views, lottery tickets, 
watchpapers and much else in addition to 
the books, periodicals and newspapers that 
cover the history of America from its earli
est beginnings to 1877. 

And there are the children's books. Before 
ever I had even worked out where Worces
ter was I had seen the recurrent initials 
"MW A" <standing for "Massachusetts 
Worcester Antiquarian" in the Library of 
Congress codification> in D'Alte Welch's 
Bibliography of American Children's Books 
Printed Prior to 1820, indicating that the 
American Antiquarian Society possessed 
most of what there was to be possessed. . . . 
Isaiah Thomas was one of the first Ameri
can printers to see the commercial possibill-

ties of books to entertain the young, and in 
the 1780s he had ... put out Worcester edi
tions of a number of English "juveniles." 
Some of the originals have vanished from 
England and are only known in the Ameri
can editions. Naturally, the AAS is rich in 
these <though they were not given by 
Thomas himself, who does not appear to 
have taken his juvenile publishing very seri
ously>. It is also credited with possessing the 
most elusive ghost volume in the history of 
American letters, a collection of nursery 
rhymes called Songs for the Nursery or 
Mother Goose's Melodies for Children, sup
posedly published in Boston in 1719, which 
if found would establish that Mother Goose 
was a historical figure <the publisher's 
mother-in-law> and American. The evidence 
for the book's existence depends on the 
word of one literary gentleman who appar
ently saw it in the AAS and who was dead 
by the time the claim was made in 1860. The 
Society has in the past searched for it re
peatedly, and supporters of the legend have 
not presumably accepted that the book 
must have been irretrievably mislaid, if not 
destroyed. <Such things do happen, of 
course. A large cache of uncatalogued early 
children's books were recently found in a 
cupboard at Boston Public Library, where 
they had been locked up for a hundred 
years.) 

Despite its air of graceful amateurism, the 
American Antiquarian Society is steelily ef
ficient, from its reader services to its book 
conservation. It is, in addition, one of the 
few American institutions that actually 
expect to communicate by letter, and it does 
so by return of post-on paper apparently 
designed by an eighteenth-century writing 
master .... Other institutions may have li
brarians with comparable knowledge and 
expertise, but none put it so generously at 
the disposal of its readers.e 

DEBTOR NATION HYSTERIA 
• Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, since 
this body is presently considering leg- . 
islation that will massively overhaul 
America's trade laws, I would like to 
include, for the record, an article by 
Warren Brookes of the Washington 
Times newspaper called "Debtor 
Nation Hysteria." 

I would commend this article to all 
of my colleagues as excellent reading 
material in preparation for the final 
vote on the omnibus trade bill now 
before us. I believe Mr. Brookes makes 
an accurate observation by the title of 
this piece alone, and his "hysterical" 
assessment would be even more accu
rately applied to the behavior of Con
gress over the subject of trade. 

The point Mr. Brookes makes is eco
nomically straightforward, but politi
cally unpalatable for those members 
of this body who have a kamikaze-like 
desire to punish our trading partners. 
The point of the article is this: First, 
most of America's "net debtor" status 
and our current trade deficit position 
results from a strengthening of both 
our economic climate at home-more 
investment from abroad-and second, 
our banking position abroad-halting 
excessive lending to less developed 
countries CLDC'sl. 

I truly wish more of my colleagues 
would realize that trade is not an 
action of governments, it is an action 
of consumers and business practices 
affected by governments. Whatever 
else it is, in free societies at least, it is 
no salami to be precisely weighed and 
sliced for delivery at the convenience 
of governments. 

The article follows: 
DEBTOR NATION HYSTERIA 

Last April, at a Senate banking committee 
hearing on monetary policy, Democratic 
Sen. Donald W. Riegle Jr. of Michigan tried 
to get Federal Reserve Chairman Paul 
Volcker's support for his protectionist 
agenda-and it backfired, badly. 

Mr. Riegle trotted out his own favorite 
chart full of blue and red bands of color, 
showing how the United States has sudden
ly gone from a $100 billion creditor nation 
<big band of blue> to a $236 billion net 
debtor nation <big band of red> over the last 
four years. 

Mr. Riegle said, "The only way to recon
cile that kind of debt is to accept the fact 
that we are going to have a lower standard 
of living in our economy." 

Mr. Volcker obliged Mr. Riegle with ap
propriate concern about the trend, but 
stopped way short of agreeing that our 
"debtor status" would cause a lower U.S. 
standard of living. 

In fact, within minutes, the chairman was 
agreeing with Texas Republican Sen. Phil 
Gramm that our standard of living and em
ployment were rising nicely, and that Mr. 
Riegle's protectionist "solutions" would in 
fact make things a whole lot worse. 

Mr. Gramm, a former economics professor 
at Texas A&M, gave both the committee 
and Mr. Riegle a powerful economics lesson: 

"Imagine that I have a great big blue-and
red chart on America, like Sen. Riegle's, 
starting from the year 1620-and beginning 
in 1620 we have an unbroken, nearly 300-
year plain of red ink Cdebtl as we engaged in 
the 'horrors of being a debtor nation' from 
1620 to 1914. 

"By the logic of our distinguished col
league from Michigan, America would have 
been filled with misery and penury and 
woe-and yet, from 1620 to 1914, we became 
the world's greatest trading nation. We 
became an economic world power and our 
standard of living grew faster than any 
other nation's in history. 

"So the idea that somehow being a debtor 
nation is a catastrophe is absolute non
sense." 

This, incidentally is the way most non
partisan economists and financial experts, 
both here and abroad, viewed the June 23 
announcement that the United States was 
"now the largest debtor nation in the 
world.'' In Europe's financial markets it 
stirred hardly a yawn. 

As Heinz Erhlinger of Essen Institute, one 
of West Germany's Big Five" think tanks, 
told Hearst's Bernard Kaplan: "Nobody 
here is having sleepless nights over the U.S. 
debt." 

One of France's leading economists, Guy 
Laigneux, told Mr. Kaplan that "America's 
fears about their new status, in which they 
have been compared to such countries as 
Brazil and Mexico may prove to be both ex
aggerated and muddleheaded.'' His reasons? 

First, the lion's share of that "debt" rep
resents willing direct investment by foreign 
companies in America <$207 billion), direct 
private ownership of U.S. corporate securi-
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ties and bonds <$250 billion> and the equally 
willing deposit by foreign banks in U.S. 
banks ($400 billion> for the purpose of clear
ing and factoring in the U.S. financial mar
kets-all signs of the strength of the U.S. 
economy, and the lure of its now very low 
tax rates. Indeed, $30 billion of the 1986 rise 
came entirely from the soaring U.S. stock 
market! 

As Mr. Laigneux put it, "Even though the 
United States now is the world's most devel
oped nation, it resembles in some important 
respects the developing nation it was in the 
last century, as it shifts from the old heavy 
industries to the advanced technologies. Its 
potential for growth is unparalleled any
where else." 

No one seriously expects the Japanese, for 
example, to pull out of its investments in 
auto plants in California, Ohio, Michigan 
and Tennessee. Indeed, because of the su
perstrong yen, Japan is now exporting cars 
to Europe from America. 

As a top British economist, Jock Bruce
Gardyne, told Bernie Kaplan, "The differ
ence is that everybody wants to invest in 
the United States. Unlike Third World debt
ors, America hasn't gone hat-in-hand to so
licit debt. It's questionable whether Ameri
cans can stop the influx of foreign funds 
even if they wished to." 

Even so, as a share of total U.S. economic 
and financial assets or wealth <now well in 
excess of $14 trillion> our "net foreign debt" 
is less than 1. 7 percent. That is, if it is being 
counted accurately, which many doubt, with 
good reason. 

For example, in 1986, the year we sup
posedly more than doubled our "net debtor 
position," the actual income we earned on 
our investments abroad <$90.6 billion) was 
$22.9 billion more than the income we paid 
out to foreigners on their investments here 
<$67.7 billion>. 

Does that sound like Uncle Sam is really a 
big deadbeat debtor on the verge of bank
ruptcy? 

During his colloquy with Mr. Gramm back 
in April, Mr. Volcker told a useful little 
story. 

"I once heard the distinguished finance 
minister of a foreign country giving a litany 
of his country's current problems-balance 
of payments problems, debt and all the 
rest-and the first question he got asked 
was, 'Look, back in the 19th century your 
country was in debt all the time, piling up 
great balance of payments problems, and 
the country was doing all right. Why didn't 
we ever hear about those problems back 
then? 

"The finance minister thought for a 
minute and then replied: 'No statistics!'" 

Mr. Gramm then picked back up on his 
main them: "Every day we hear this asser
tion that the United States is exporting 
jobs, not goods . . . that we lose 25,000 jobs 
for every $1 billion in trade deficit. 

"Yet nowhere do I see anyone proving 
these propositions. In fact, we have since 
1982 created 13 million new jobs, four times 
as many as Europe and Japan combined. 
Unemployment in the midst of this b::i.lloon
ing trade deficit has gone down, and the na
tions that have big trade surpluses have had 
unemployment go up. 

"Then various people will say, yeah, but 
we're mostly creating jobs making hamburg
ers, that we're deindustrializing the econo
my. 

"The fact is that from 1972 to 1982, we 
lost manufacturing jobs, but from 1982 to 
today we have gained more than 400,000 
Jobs in manufacturing. Wages, which de-

clined from 1972 to 1982, are rising today. In 
fact, Japan and Germany are losing manu
facturing jobs while we are gaining manu
facturing jobs." 

In fact, since 1982, U.S. industrial produc
tion has been the strongest of the major in
dustrial nations, and has risen 26.2 percent, 
compared with 20 percent for Japan and 8.8 
percent for all of Europe's 12 free countries, 
with West Germany at 11.8 percent, Britain 
at 11.5 percent and France at 4.1 percent. 
<Table I.> 

As Jock Bruce-Gardyne put it, "Americans 
seem not to realize their country is an 
almost irresistibly attractive proposition to 
foreign investors for both economic and po
litical reasons." In fact, he added, "One is 
compelled to conclude that Japan, the mi
raculous economy, is looking toward the 
United States as the key area of future eco
nomic expansion." 

Mr. Gramm then honed in directly on Mr. 
Riegle's protectionist agenda by asking Mr. 
Volcker: "Do you see any evidence that a 
surge of protectionism, the imposition of 
quotas, tariffs or any limitations on 
trade . . . would create more jobs in the 
United States, raise real wages, raise the 
living standards of our people or enhance 
the well-being of workers?" 

Mr. Volcker's answer was succinct: "No. It 
would be a threat to our prosperity in the 
world." 

Mr. Gramm re-emphasized his point: "So 
you would say a movement toward reducing 
trade through the imposition of protection
ism would lead to lower job creation, lower 
standards of living, and compound our eco
nomic problems?" 

Again Mr. Volcker was unambiguous: 
"Yes." 

It's too bad that Mr. Riegle, along with 
most of press, had ducked out of the hear
ing just before this "lesson" was delivered to 
an otherwise packed hearing room, which 
clearly enjoyed it. Maybe Mr. Riegle and 
the press knew it was coming. 

The point is obvious: The whole "debtor 
nation" hype has had only two political pur
poses: First, to promote the protectionists' 
agenda; and second, to downplay the simply 
colossal success of the U.S. economy since 
1982. 

In the process, however, we have been 
badly disinform.ed as a nation as to the ori
gins of this so-called "debtor nation" situa
tion, and its actual relationship to our trade 
deficit. 

The plain truth is that the chief reason 
for our sudden trade deficit explosion from 
1982 to 1986 was a complete turnaround in 
our capital flows in 1982-1985, caused not by 
a flood of new foreign lending to us, but by 
a sudden end to our lending to the less-de
veloped countries, caused by the 1982 "debt 
crisis," as U.S. overseas bank lending 
plunged from $111 billion a year to $1 bil
lion, from 1982 to 1985. <Table II.> 

The result of this turnaround against 
lending? In 1981, the United States posted a 
manufactures trade surplus of $28.5 billion 
with the LDCs. By 1985 this had turned into 
a deficit of $16.8 billion, a swing of $45.3 bil
lion in just three years. This $45 billion 
swing directly resulted from U.S. banks 
ending their bad credit lines to IDCs. 

In fact, the only reason the United States 
was still a "creditor" nation back in 1982 
was precisely because the major banks were 
engaging in such bad lending in the first 
place, which alone added $150 billion to the 
U.S. "net creditor" position from 1977 to 
1982. Yet in 1982, the nation's total net 

credit position was only $137 bUllon. So 
without the banks' deliberate-and many 
say profligate-lending to bankrupt and 
mismanaged countries, we would have been 
a "debtor" in 1982. <Table III.> 

Thus, while our earlier "net creditor" po
sition was built almost entirely on the sands 
of uncollectible debts from the LDCs, it was 
ironically the 1982 decision to stop throwing 
good money after bad that suddenly turned 
our "net creditor" position into the current 
"net debtor position." This shows how ridic
ulous such international accounting termi
nology can be. 

Nevertheless, this sudden sharp shift from 
creditor to debtor was the main stimulus for 
exploding the trade deficit, entirely by cur
tailing exports. In 1986, we ran a shocking 
$143 billion trade deficit, but imports 
amounted to only 8. 7 percent of our GNP, 
exactly the same proportions as in 1981. 

The whole reason for the deficit, then, 
was the massive 32 percent relative decline 
in our exports from 7.8 percent of our GNP 
in 1981, to only 5.3 percent in 1986. 

More than half that export drop came 
from a 40 percent relative decline in our 
projected export growth to the LDCs, 
caused not by the federal budget deficit, nor 
by any "loss of competitiveness," nor by 
"unfair trading practices," but by the simple 
dynamic of financial survival for the major 
U.S. banks. 

In summary, then, most of our present 
vastly overhyped "net debtor" status, and 
our current trade deficit position results 
from a strengthening of both our economic 
climate here <attracting more investment 
from abroad) and our banking position 
abroad <stopping excessive lending to dead
beat LDC debtors). 

As Mr. Gramm argued, this is hardly 
cause for the kind of silly hysteria we hear 
routinely from The Washington Post, and 
their muppets on the network news.e 

THE EMANUEL PIETERSON 
HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to commend the Emanuel 
Pieterson Historical Society. This 
Harlem-based historical society, char
tered by the New York State Depart
ment of Education in 1975, has worked 
to achieve racial harmony by defining 
and preserving the contributions of 
Afro-Americans to domestic life in 
New York State and the Nation. 

This year, the Emanuel Pieterson 
Historical Society has announced an 
essay contest for New York high 
school students. The topic of the 
essays will be "Emanuel Pieterson," a 
free black man descended from slaves 
who in 1661 petitioned the Govemor
General of New Amsterdam. In study
ing this figure, from whom the society 
takes its name, the students will be a 
part of the group's central goal to try 
and eliminate the negative images and 
misconceptions of published accounts 
of American history and the role of 
the Afro-American.• 
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ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 

VOTE ON CLOTURE TO OCCUR AT 10:30 A.M. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask


unanimous consent that the vote on 

cloture tomorrow occur at 10:30 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there objection to the request? 

M r. DOLE . Is that the vote on


Bumpers-Danforth? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-

out objection, it is so ordered. 

MANDATORY QUORUM CALL WAIVED 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the mandato- 

ry quorum call on tomorrow  be 

waived.


The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 

out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW AT 9:30 

A.M. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the 

Senate completes its business today, it


stands in recess until the hour of 9:30 

a.m. tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 

out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the time 

during the hour on tomorrow  be 

equally divided between the distin- 

guished Republican leader and myself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 

out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask


unanimous consent that no amend-

ments be in order during that hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 

out objection, it is so ordered.


Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask


unanimous consent that Senators 

may, during that hour, speak out of 

order and that they may be permitted 

to introduce bills and resolutions as 

though in morning business, if they so


desire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 

out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if no Sen-

ator seeks recognition, we will all go 

home. 

D id the distinguished minority 

leader have anything further? 

Mr. DOLE. No. 

RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW AT 

9:30 A.M. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if there 

be no further business to come before 

the Senate, I move, in accordance with 

the order previously entered, that the


Senate stand in recess until the hour 

of 9:30 tomorrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 

Senate, at 11:15 p.m., recessed until 

Wednesday, July 15, 1987, at 9:30 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by


the Secretary of the Senate July 13,


1987, under authority of the order of 

the Senate of February 3, 1987: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Stephen J. Ledogar, of Connecticut, a 

career member of the Senior Foreign Serv- 

ice, class of minister-counselor, for the rank 

of Ambassador during the tenure of his


service as 

U.S. Representative to the Euro-

pean Conventional Arms Negotiations and 

the Representative of the United States of 

America for Mutual and Balanced Force Re-

ductions Negotiations.


Leonard Rochwarger, of New York, to be


Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten- 

tiary of the United States of America to 

Fiji, and to serve concurrently and without 

additional compensation as Ambassador Ex- 

traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 

United States of America to the Kingdom of 

Tonga, Ambassador Extraordinary and


Plenipotentiary of the United States of


America to Tuvalu, and Ambassador Ex- 

traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 

United States of America to the Republic of 

Kiribati. 

Theresa Anne Tull, of New Jersey, a 

career member of the Senior Foreign Serv- 

ice, class of minister-counselor, to be Ambas- 

sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of


the United States of America to the Co-op- 

erative Republic of Guyana. 

James B. Moran, of Virginia, a career 

member of the Senior Foreign Service, class 

of minister-counselor, to be Ambassador Ex- 

traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 

United States of America to the Republic of 

Seychelles. 

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK BOARD


Roger F. Martin, of Wisconsin, to be a


Member of the Federal Home Loan Bank


Board for the remainder of the term expir-

ing June 30, 1989, vice Lee H. Henkel, Jr.,


resigned.


NATIONAL CORPORATION FOR HOUSING


PARTNERSHIPS 

William F. Sullivan, of Virginia, to be a


Member of the Board of Directors of the 

National Corporation for Housing Partner- 

ships for the term expiring October 27, 

1989, vice Edward Sulzberger, term expired. 

IN THE ARMY 

The following-named officer to be placed


on the retired list in grade indicated under 

the provisions of title 10, United States 

Code, section 1370:


To be lieutenant general


Lt. Gen. Charles D. Franklin,            , 

U.S. Army. 

The following-named officer for appoint- 

ment to the grade indicated, under the pro-

visions of title 10, United States Code, sec- 

tion 601(a), in conjunction with assignment 

to a position of importance and responsibil- 

ity designated by the President under title 

10, United States Code, section 601(a): 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Harold M . Davis, Jr.,        

    , U.S. Army. 

The U.S. Army Reserve officer named 

herein for promotion as a Reserve commis- 

sioned officer of the Army, under the provi- 

sions of title 10, United States Code, sec- 

tions 3371 and 3380: 

To be brigadier general 

Col. John Ronald Carey,            .


IN THE AIR FORCE 

The following Air National Guard of the 

United States officers for promotion in the 

Reserve of the Air Force under the provi- 

sions of sections 593 and 8379, title 10 of the


United States Code. Promotions made under 

section 8379 and confirmed by the Senate 

under section 593 shall bear an effective  

date established in accordance with section


8374, title 10 of the United States Code (ef-

fective dates in parentheses).


LINE OF THE AIR FORCE


To be lieutenant colonel


Maj. Jerome T. Bellen,            , (4/


15/87).


Maj. Stephen 

M . 

Blanchard,            ,

(4/7/87).


Maj. Graham J. Carter,            , (2/


27/8

7).


Maj. Gerald D. Czarnowsky,            ,


(4/1/87).


Maj. Robert R. Foster,            , (4/3/


87).


Maj. Jorge J. Galoffin,            , (3/


20/87).


Maj. Leonard L. Gillan,            , (4/


11/87).


Maj. Ronald A. Henry,            , (4/3/


87).


Maj. Daniel James III,            , (3/19/


87).


Maj. Thomas R. Johnson,            , 

(3 /


30/87).


Maj. Herschel J. Knapp,            , (3/


21/87).


Maj. Michael J. Nethery,            , (3/


20/87).


Maj. Glenn T. Orr,            , (4/4/87).


Maj. Thomas G. Robey,            , (10/


31/86).


Maj. Julio Rodriquez-Butler,            ,


(3/20/87).


Maj. Robert D. Root,            , (4/16/


87).


Maj. Robert E. Shepherd,            , (4/


5/87).


Maj. Dale W. Sorensen,            , (3/


31/87).


MEDICAL CORP


To be lieutenant colonel


Maj. Paul L. Diokno,            , (3/19/


87).


Maj. Alfonso A. Madarang,            ,


(3/14/87).


DENTAL CORP


To be lieutenant colonel


Maj. Donald G. Smith, Jr.,            ,


(3/7/87).


IN THE ARMY


The following-named officers for appoint-

ment in the Reserve of the Army of the


United States, under the provisions of title


10, United States Code, sections 3353:


MEDICAL CORPS


To be colonels


William D. Anderson,             

James S. Harvin,             

Robert C. Leaver,             

David F. Piro,             

John S. Romine,             

Donald R. Smith,             

To be lieutenant colonel


Edilberto M. Birung,             

William M. Coleman,             

Walton W. Curl,             

Emmett W. Flynn, Jr.,             

Donald M. Gelb,             

Stephen I. Goldware,             

Eduardo E. Pavon,              

Michael Polsky,             

Jack E. Reagan,             

John G. Rowley,             

Hossein C. Sobhani,             

Narain Srivastava,             

James R. Tillotson,             

Francisca A. Tolete-Velcek,             

Arthur C. Ungerleider,             

Lloyd A. Walwyn,             
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IN THE NAVY 

The following-named ex-U.S. Navy officer 
to be appointed a permanent commander in 
the medical corps of the U.S. Naval Reserve, 
pursuant to title 10, United States Code, 
section 593: 
William Brown Deal 

The following-named lieutenant in the 
staff corps of the Navy for promotion to the 
permanent grade of lieutenant commander 
as indicated, pursuant to title 10, United 
States Code, section 628, subject to qualifi
cations therefor as provided by law: 

CHAPLAIN CORPS 

Donald Patrick Greene 
The following-named .lieutenants in the 

line of the Navy for promotion to the per
manent grade of lieutenant commander, 
pursuant to title 10, United States Code, 
section 624, subject to qualifications there
for as provided by law: 

UNRESTRICTED LINE OFFICERS 

Aasland, Ronald Lee 
Abbott, Gary Martin 
Abelein, Carl H. 
Abernethy, Thomas 
Ackerman, Mark Thomas 
Adams, Vance Hiro 
Adell, Allan Arthur 
Aiken, Donald W. 
Akers, Mahlon Edward 
Albertson, George Scott 
Alexander,JohnD. 
Alexander, Rhonda Janie 
Algert, David Christian 
Allen, N.L. 
Alvite, Joseph Alfredo 
Amicarella, John Michael 
Amos, Kevin S. 
Anderson, Debra Kay 
Anderson, John P. 
Anderson, Steven Schuyler 
Andress, Thomas R. 
Anhalt, Scott Timothy 
Armour, Sharon Leigh 
Armstrong, Daniel Squires 
Aroney, Michael Joseph 
Ash, William Edward 
Asmus, Robert Bryant 
Atchison, Gregory Francis 
Atkins, Douglas Elliott 
Atkins, Timon Hayden 
Avila, Nancy Lynn 
Azama, stacy Setsumi 
Babcock, David A. 
Badgett, Robert B. 
Baines, William Wilson, III 
Baker, William Keith 
Balzer, Gregg Allen 
Barber, Matthew E. 
Barber, Thomas Allan 
Barcus, Richard Scott 
Barnes, Steven B. 
Barry, Philip Church 
Bartlett, David Bruce 
Bartley, Welrose Ernest, II 
Basch, Raymond Michael 
Basford, Michael Stephen 
Basile, James Francis 
Batey, Dale R. 
Baxter, John William, Jr. 
Bayes, Howard Sheley 
Baylor, Bradford Harlow 
Beaman, Gerald Roger 
Beckman, Patricia Lea 
Bedford, Richard Carlton 
Beener, Rebecca Jo 
Behrens, Christopher Karl 
Bell, John Richard 
Benham, Timothy Lane 
Bennett, Thomas A. 
Berg, Christopher Joseph 
Berg, Paul Douglas 

Berger, Steven M. 
Bergjohnsen, Jon F. 
Bernard, Michael H. 
Berthold, Dudley Bryant 
Betts, David Lowry 
Bevins, Michael James 
Bickmore, Corey Dee 
Billy, George H. 
Blair, Leslie Allison 
Blair, Philip Wayne 
Blasczyk, William Michael 
Bloomquist, James Donavon 
Bobbitt, Richard Brien 
Boensel, Mark Stephen 
Bole, Bruce S. 
Bolton, Clinton Stafford, Jr. 
Bolyard, Roberta Bess 
Bond, William George 
Bonwit, Willard R. 
Borza, Michael Jay 
Boster, Norman B. 
Bowersox, Kenneth Dwane 
Bowling, John H. 
Bowman, David Bruce 
Boyer, Jane Denise 
Brady, Thomas Henry, Jr. 
Bragg, Terry Arthur 
Brannon, Michael Willi8.1'11. 
Brauer, Bob Allan 
Brennan, Kevin Patrick 
Brennan, Philip C. 
Bridges, Stephen Daniel 
Briganti, Steven Leet 
Brockington, James E. 
Brooks, Joseph Arthur 
Broska, Dennis NMN 
Brothers, Daniel Glenwood 
Brown, David P. 
Brown, Pamela Merry 
Brown, Robert Martin 
Bruce, David W. 
Bruckwicki, David 
Brutzman, Donald 
Buck, Robert Berkley 
Bump, Richard W. 
Bunce, Thomas William 
Burgess, John A. 
Burgess, Lynn Mary 
Burgunder, Cynthia Koehler 
Burgunder, Mark Gerard 
Burke, William R. 
Burkhard, David Alan 
Burrismeyer, Peter Winthrop 
Burrows, William John 
Burton, John Timothy 
Burton, Ronnie A. 
Buss, David H. 
Buss, Michael D. 
Butler, Sandra Marie 
Butler, Susan Hartley 
Buzby, Mark Howard 
Byers, Keith John 
Byrum, Warren Russell 
Calder, Alexander Walcott 
Caldwell, Eric R. 
Call, Kevin Bruce 
Cameron, David Mason 
Campbell, David G. 
Campbell, James Kendall 
Campbell, William Henry 
Canaday, John L. 
Caps, John Christopher 
Carey, Kevin Michael 
Carl, Michael Joseph 
Carman, Alan Lee 
Carmody, Patrick Brendan 
Carpenter, Jeffrey Donald 
Carr, James M. 
Carriker, Michael Hardin 
Casey, James Joseph 
Casey, John Stephen, III 
Casey, Michael Scott 
Cayabyab, Nelson Marnan 
Ceckler, John E. 

Chadeayne, Donald James 
Chapman, Kenneth J., Jr. 
Chapman, Richard 
Cheezum, Kevin R. 
Chmiel, Patricia Ann 
Christensen, Jack Arthur 
Christie, David William 
Ciochetto, Lewis Joseph 
Clager, James P. 
Clark, Brian Gordon 
Clark, Elizabeth Kathleen 
Clark, James Lonial 
Classick, Michael Alan 
Clemens, Janeen West Igou 
Cody, Steven Earl 
Cofsky, Darrell L. 
Cohoon, John E.J. 
Coldiron, Mary Crabb 
Colmer, Philip Henry 
Combs, Billy Glenn 
Concannon, Tonya Jo 
Conroyd, Jack Howard, Jr. 
Copelof, Maureen T. 
Copple, John Mark 
Cordt, Rodney Jay 
Cortese, Anthony Thomas 
Cothron, Elizabeth Sipek 
Cowen, Craig H. 
Cox, Keith Howard 
Coy, William R., Jr. 
Cragg, Clinton Harrison 
Cramp, Bernard J. 
Crawford, Stephen Michael 
Crowley, Thomas D. 
Crumplar, Robert Keith 
Cullen, Mary Miller 
Cummings, Paul David, Jr. 
Cunningham, Janet Lauren 
Curry, Merl Paul 
Curtis, Robert Michael 
Curtis, Stephen P. 
Cush, Terrance Albert 
Cyrway, Christopher B. 
Dailey, John Michael 
Daly, John Joseph 
Daniel, Eddie Whitfield 
Daniel, Michael V. 
Danley, Mark Stewart 
Dassler, Dale Melvin, Jr. 
Dauphinais, Paul Raymond 
Davidson, Adam H., Jr. 
Davidson, Cindy Marie 
Davis, Charles William 
Davis, Curtman Kenneth 
Davis, Lawrence Mark 
Davis, Martin Neil 
Davis, Sally Ann 
Davison, Timothy Lee 
Dawson, Charles F. 
Dearolph, Douglas James 
Deloach, Jay Allan 
Delvecchio, Anne Marie 
Demps, Millicent Gail 
Dempsey, Chris Ray 
Denaro, Louis Francis 
Destafney, Kathryn Louise 
Deutsch, Kenneth William 
Devonchik, Jeffrey David 
Diase, Sylvia NMN 
Dickman, Jeffrey Kent 
Diffie, Craig M. 
Diggs, Donald G. 
Digirolamo, Vincent 
Dillard, James Louis 
Dimaggio, Kathryn Anne 
Dipaola, Patrick Samuel 
Dirickson, Robert Stephan 
Disbrow, Marilyn Corrine 
Donathan, Bernie G. 
Donlon, Kevin C. 
Dooley, William 
Dassel, Carl W. 
Doucette, Paul A., Jr. 
Dowel, Stephen Bond, Jr. 
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Drake, Martin A. 
Drake, William Randel 
Drash, Robert Wayne 
Dreon, John William, Jr. 
Driscoll, Patrick 
Drury, Kim Marie 
Dubberly, Rickey Lynn 
Ducharme, Lee Joseph 
Dugene, John T. 
Dunkin, William M. 
Dupuy, Nan Beryll 
Duran, Ernestine Henry 
Durham, Richard Wade 
Durnan, Michael A. 
Dzieciolowski, Lisa Reiniger 
Dziura, Eric L. 
Eberly, Donald L. 
Edelmann, Victor Anthony, Jr. 
Edgell, Timothy L. 
Edwards, James R., III 
Ehlers, John F. 
Eisold, Daine E. 
Ekeland, Terry Paul 
Elias, Matthew P. 
Elkins, Alfred Bart 
Elliott, John M. 
Ellis, Robert Harold 
Engel, Kurt Richard 
Engelhardt, Dean 
Ensz, Richard Carlyle 
Erdossy, Martin J., III 
Ericson, John Raymond 
Ervin, William P. 
Etter, Larry Dean 
Evans, Christopher L. 
Evans, Gary John 
Eyler, David Eric 
Failor, Douglas J. 
Fallon, Robert Jacob 
Farley, Norman J. 
Farrell, George Bartlett 
Farson, Daniel Paul 
Farwell, Faris T. 
Feeney, Saundra Maureen 
Ferry, Patrick R. 
Finch, Mark Britton 
Finlayprather, Susan Jane 
Fisher, Horace Fred, Jr. 
Fitzgerald, Joseph Gerard 
Fitzgerel, Betsy Ann 
Flanagan, Glenn 
Flanderswurzel, Moira Noreen 
Fleischman, Joyce Daugherty 
Fleming, Keith Edward 
Fleming, William Reynolds 
Fletcher, Gregory L. 
Flynn, Charles Bernard, III 
Flynn, Peter S. 
Foley, James K. 
Fordice, James Michael 
Forehand, Michael Lee 
Fortuna, Daniel Walter 
Fosseen, William Conrad 
Fowler, Jeffrey L. 
Fox, Francis M. 
Fox, Mark Irby 
Fox, Padraic K. 
Fralen, Michael C. 
Francis, Mark Tucker 
Frederick, David Jerome 
Free, Donald S. 
Freeborough, Boyd M. 
Freeman, George Kirby, III 
Freeman, John Joseph, Jr. 
Freeman, Mary Susan 
Fremd, Karl Gregory 
Fremont, Douglas 
Fullerton, George Jeffrey 
Gahan, Stephen M. 
Gainok, Michael W. 
Gallagher, Michael James 
Gallo, Deborah Anne 
Galpin, Michael J. 
Galvin, Lawrence Francis 
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Gardener, Nigel I. 
Gardner, Phillip John 
Gaston, June Alyce 
Gattuso, Joseph Andre, Jr. 
Gedbaw, Martha Helen 
Geiger, Donna Vance Nelson 
Geletzke, Gerald William 
Gigliotti, James 
Gilchrist, John Porter, III 
Gilio, Joseph Paul 
Gillespie, James Ignatius 
Gillespie, Raymond Doyle 
Ginnow, Jeffrey R. 
Gnassi, Steven Donald 
Gonzalez, Alfred 
Goodlett, Clark B. 
Goodman, Robert 0. 
Goodman, Valentina Cargos 
Goodway, Steven Gerald 
Googe, John G. 
Gordon, David Reed 
Gordon, Russell J. 
Graf, Fred 
Graham, Edward L. 
Grau, Douglas D. 
Graveson, George Lewis, III 
Greene, Michael J. 
Greene, Philip Hilliard, Jr. 
Greenspan, Jack A. 
Gribble, Laurence Leigh 
Gribble, Patrick Michael 
Grimes, David Beacham 
Grimland, David Branson 
Guy, Robert H., Jr. 
Haberland, Walter C. 
Hackbarth, Gary 
Haggerty, Alan Edward 
Hamilton, Joseph Bruce 
Hampton, Gary Wayne 
Hancock, John Alva 
Haney, Cecil E. 
Hansen, Norman Theodore 
Hanson, Clare W., II 
Hanson, Paul Christian 
Hardaway, Hugh McLeod 
Hardenbergh, John T. 
Harger, Robert Paul 
Harrelson, Roger Dale 
Harrington, William Donald 
Harris, Constance Joanne 
Harris, Douglas W. 
Harris, Harlan Ray 
Harris, James Patrick 
Harriss, Joseph Christopher 
Hart, Loren Joseph 
Hartshorne, Carrie Elizabeth 
Hartung, William Albert 
Hasbrouck, Charles B., III 
Haskin, Mark H. 
Hastings, John R. 
Haungs, Michael Joseph 
Hautau, Charles A. 
Hawk, John Roosevelt, III 
Hayes, Thomas Carey 
Healey, Peter Joseph 
Heatley, Harry Alfred 
Hedges, Clifford Lee 
Hedstrom, William George 
Heffernan, Kenneth George 
Heflin, Joyce Ann 
Helbling, Timothy James 
Helle, Debra Kaye 
Hendrickson, William Joe 
Hendrikson, Peter Henrik 
Henkler, Edward S. 
Hennigan, John R. 
Hensler, Shannah Lou 
Herzog, Andrew Scott 
Hettler, Karl Andrew 
Hicks, Beverly Jean 
Hicks, Gary Bennett 
Hicks, Lynne Margo 
High, Edward Jack 
Hill, Donald David 

Hillis, Gregory D. 
Hinton, Dana E. 
Hirsch, Suzanne Woodman 
Hiser, Francis A., III 
Hnarakis, Alexander Bruce 
Hoban, Paul J. 
Hoff, Francis xavier 
Hoffman, Catherine E. 
Hogue, Gregory Paul 
Holden, Michael J. 
Hollinger, Michael Keith 
Holloway, Daniel 
Hollyer, John Barry 
Holman, Thomas D. 
Holmes, Paul Steven 
Holzknecht, Richard Anthony 
Hopfinger, Patrick C. 
Hopkins, Jack Harlan 
Hopkins, Stephen M. 
Horton, Thomas John 
Houy, Paul Bruce 
Hovey, Michael Todd 
Huber, Ronald Scott 
Huffman, Paul William 
Hughes, Mark Alexander 
Hughes, Patrick W. 
Hughes, William Charles, Jr. 
Hummel, Jeffrey Robert 
Hunt, Francis Aloysius 
Hunt, Robert A. 
Hutter, Michael Paul 
Hutton, Vernon, III 
Hyland, Darah Margaret 
Hynes, Joseph Edward, II 
Ifill, Vincent St Clair 
Irvine, David Lloyd 
Iverson, Marc E. 
Ives, Glen R. 
Jackson, Bernard Lloyd 
Jackson, Gregg S. 
Jacobs, Charlie NMN 
Jacobsen, Mary Catherine 
James, Jonathan Thomas 
James, Michael Lee 
Jannuzzi, Susan Elizabeth St. 
Jenkins, David G. 
Jensen, Christopher Harold 
Jewell, Ann Elizabeth 
Johnshoy, David Michael 
Johnson, David L. 
Johnson, Edward James, Jr. 
Johnson, Eric P. 
Johnson, Larry Dean 
Johnston, Michael 
Johnston, Thomas A. 
Jolliffe, John E. 
Jones, Jack E. 
Jones, James A., Jr. 
Jones, Leonard Bernard 
Jones, Richard Lloyd 
Jordanek, Paula Lynn 
Kalnoske, Michael 
Kamp, John Charles 
Kamradt, Edward F. 
Kaniut, Keith Maximillian 
Kaplan, Roger E. 
Karakos, Andrew T. 
Kasler, James Fredrick 
Kast, Paul Anton 
Keating, Timothy Patrick 
Keister, Robin N. 
Kelley, Elton M. 
Kelly, James P. 
Kelsey, Mark Charles 
Kendrick, Stuart Oakes 
Kennedy, Anneliese Lillard 
Kennedy, Michael Anthony 
Kiepe, Steven Anthony 
Kilian, Frederick Joseph 
Kimball, William Hunte 
Kimberlain, Danny Roger, Jr. 
King, Lanny Leigh 
King, Travis Lee, Jr. 
Kinney, Steven D. 
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Kirkley, Donald NMN, Jr. 
Kiser, Richard John 
Klank.owski, Karl Albert 
Klapka, Edward J., Jr. 
Klee, Margaret Ann 
Klepper, Tommy David 
Klikier, Leo L. 
Klyne, Christopher A. 
Koch, Andrew James 
Koenig, John Charles 
Kohlenberger, Donald Mac E. 
Konrad, Leif H. 
Koslow, James Robert 
Kosnik, Mark E. 
Koucheravy, George Michael 
Krull, Warren S. 
Kuhn, Pamala Ann 
Kuntz, Donald Alan 
Kurrus, Richard K. 
Laflamme, Linda Joy 
Lagemann, Christopher Joseph 
Lamonica, Phillip Robert 
Lamoreaux, Lewis Scott, III 
Landay, William E. 
Landin, Suzanne Lynne 
Lane,RayC. 
Langdon, Scott A. 
Larimore, William 
Larrabee, Robert C. 
Lasher, Kevin James 
Latiolais, Thomas, Jr. 
Latta, Stephen B. 
Lauderdale, Robert Jeffrey 
Lauzon, Thomas A. 
Lawson, Charles Thomas 
Leaman, Gary R. 
Leary, Michael P. 
Leaver, Jason A. 
Leavitt, Horace M. 
Lebouvier, Rand D. 
Lee, Earl E., II 
Lee, Jeffrey Wellons 
Leeds, Sara Ann 
Legge, Bruce Allen 
Lehman, James Joseph 
Lehr, Steven Eugene 
Leidig, Charles J., Jr. 
Lemming, Gary E. 
Lewis, Jeffrey George 
Lewis, Michael C. 
Liberatore, Mary Catherine 
Lilley, Steve Kirk 
Lindstrand, Carl Eric 
Lindstrom, Mark V. 
Lindstrom, Timothy Edward 
Link, John Richie 
Linnell, Stephen C. 
Littrell, John W. 
Loeffler, James Gerard 
Loerch, James Michael 
Lofink, Diane Leah Hrachovec 
Lotring, Arnold Otto, Jr. 
Loughery, Jo Anne 
Lovelace, Ronald 
Lovvorn, Alton A.S. 
Lowe, Douglas S. 
Lowrie, Robert William 
Lowry, Donald Clarence 
Lucci, Frederick Wayne 
Luce, Steven Eugene 
Ludlum, Louis W. 
Luhmann, Ronald Bennett 
Luksik, John F., Jr. 
Lunn, William K. 
Lyles, Keith Oran 
Lynch, Joseph Michael 
Lyon, Carl F. 
Mabie, Kevin Ted 
MacDonald, Bruce Alastair 
MacDonald, Glenn Eric 
Machin, Mark Abbott 
Mackey, Lizbeth Lynn 
:Macy, Archer M., Jr. 
Mad.sen, Craig C. 
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Mahony, John Stephen 
Malinick, Michael George 
Mankey, Gregory A. 
Mann, Wallace Harper, Jr. 
Manthey, Mark C. 
Margiotta, Catherine Marie 
Markey, Stuart Brian 
Marlowe, Joseph Michael 
Marsden, William Douglas 
Martin, Gregory J. 
Martin, John Allen 
Martin, Joseph R. 
Martinez, Ricardo 
Martogllo, C.W. 
Mase, Ronald Ray 
Mashburn, James Franklin 
Mason, Robin Ferguson 
Matacz, Michael Gary 
Mathers, James R. 
Mattonen, Jay Kevin 
Maule, Kirk Edward 
Maxfield, Michael R. 
May, Christopher William 
Mayor, George NMN, Jr. 
Mays, Dixie John 
McAleenan, Michael Peter 
McAneny, Douglas John 
Mccann, Brian Thomas 
Mcchesney, Robert Newman, Jr. 
McClain, Douglas Lee 
Mccomas, Lesa Alexandra 
McCormack, Brian Joseph 
Mccourt, John F. 
Mccrabb, Michael 
McCracken, Larry Samuel 
McDonell, Jeffrey Bruce 
McElroy, Dru Ruth 
McElroy, Joseph Edward 
McGee, Claudia Dorothy 
McGuire, Thomas F. 
McKenzie, Gordon Torres 
McKeon, Thomas 
McKnight, Terence Edward 
McClawhorn, John Cabot 
McLendonkoenig, Mary 
McNamara, Joseph Kevin 
McNaughton, Robert Drummond 
McNeal, Ronald James 
McWithey, Jerry Lee 
Mercer,DavidJ. 
Merrick, Kenneth Leighton 
Messina, Barry Phillip 
Metcalf, Lynnette Carol 
Miller, Gary G. 
Miller, Gregory R. 
Miller, Guy Kim 
Miller, H. Blaine, Jr. 
Miller, James Edward 
Miller, Kurtis John 
Miller, Leon E. 
Miller, Ruby Lynette 
Miller, Scott A. 
Mills, James Howard 
Mills, Leroy M. 
Minnis,StevenR. 
Miskowski, Raymond Michael 
Mitsatsos, James NMN 
Mizak, Lawrence D. 
Mize, William Earl 
Mnich, William Richard, II 
Mobley, Arthur Scott 
Mohler, Richard A. 
Mohn, Michael A. 
Molnar, Wayne Eugene 
Moncrief, Basil Earl, Jr. 
Montgomery, James Christophe 
Moon, David Brian 
Mooney, Richard John 
Moore, Howard Earl, III 
Moore, Michael David 
Moore, Michael M. 
Moore, Robert Miles 
Moreau, Arthur Stanley, III 
Morgan, Guy Hollister 

Morgan, Richard James 
Morris, Alan Gene 
Morrison, David B. 
Morse, Thomas Whalen 
Mosca, David Embree 
Mostert, Justin Raymond 
Mowery, Debra Lynette 
Moy, Michael F. 
Mulcahy, Michael George 
Mulligan, Roland John 
Murray, Michael Johnson 
Murray, Richard Blake 
Muske, Kenneth M. 
Myers, Robert J. 
Nalley, Charles Jeffrey 
Nash, William P., Jr. 
Nault, Mark S. 
Neary, Gregory Donald 
Nelson, Eric Karl 
Newcomb, John F. 
Nichols, Christopher Thayer 
Nickerson, James Timothy 
Nix, David Edward 
Nixon, John A. Hesser 
Nolan, Richard James, Jr. 
Nolte, Paul Stuart 
Normand, Mitchell W., Jr. 
Noulis, John Chalmers, Jr. 
Novak, Robert E. 
Nowell, Richard Douglas 
Nugent, Alfred Steven, III 
Nunley, John Corbet 
O'Bryan, Michael S. 
O'Connor, Patrick Edward 
O'Donnell, John H., III 
O'Hara, Patricia Ann 
Olsen, Kevin Roy 
Olsen, Larry B. 
Olsen, William Arthur 
Olson, Jeffrey K. 
Omdal, Richard Arden 
Orzalli, John C. 
Osman, Catherine Howes 
Oswald, Donald Joseph, Jr. 
Ott, Timothy Mark 
Ourlian, Dennis NMN 
Overcash, Charles Edward, Jr. 
Overfield, Gary L. 
Owens, James Cornell 
Page, Richard Lynn 
Painter, John E. 
Papapietro, Antony Frank, Jr. 
Paradise, Seth Foss 
Parson, Gary Paul 
Parsons, Peter S. 
Pasztalaniec, Matthew Scott 
Paulson, Alan Richard 
Pedersen, John Barry 
Peppard, Michael Dennis 
Peppe, Patrick Kevin 
Pernell, Eleanor Kirkpatrick 
Petersenoverton, Mark David 
Peterson, John S. 
Peterson, Joseph Carl, Jr. 
Philips, Allen Griffith 
Phillips, Lawrence Edward 
Phillips, Richard M. 
Philman, David L. 
Pickart, Craig John 
Pierson, Mark Alan 
Pietsch, Charles Paul 
Pietsch, Paul M. 
Plencner, John G. 
Plucker, Ronald Christian 
Pochron, Barry J. 
Ponsolle, Barbara Ann 
Ponsolle, George Leopold, Jr. 
Popiela, Dennis M. 
Porcelli, Arthur R., Jr. 
Powell, Elliott, Jr. 
Presswood, Clark Gordon 
Price, Lester L. 
Price, Michael Thomas 
Prince, Lloyd 0. 
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Proctor, Edward Leo, III 
Pruitt, John Montezer, Jr. 
Purdy, Martha Leete 
Quatroche, Anthony Joseph 
Rader, Richard Lyndon 
Radford, William Maytlon, Jr. 
Ramirez, Adolf A. 
Ramirez, Richard Paul 
Ranstead, Robert A. 
Rasumssen, Bruce Alan 
Rathbun, Robin Eugene 
Rausch, Matthew G. 
Reed, Michael Sanford 
Reed, Nori Ann 
Reese, Howard F. 
Reese, Mary Dee 
Regts, David Henry 
Reilly, James T. 
Reimann, Paul Karl 
Remick, Bruce Donald 
Renfro, Dennis Dana 
Rennie, James M. 
Rhoads, Mark Charles 
Richards, Robert Joseph 
Richardson, David John 
Richstein, James Keith 
Richter, Benjamin Elliot 
Riddle, Wanda Lynn 
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Root, David Brian 
Root, James F. 
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Ruppert, Carey Douthit 
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Sanford, James Charles 
Sauls, Mitchell K. 
Schellhorn, Matthew Edward 
Schlagheck, James Edward 
Schlenker, Keith Ray 
Schneider, James Eugene 
Schoonover, Mark Thomas 
Schram, Todd Griffen 
Schultz, Douglas 
Schumacher, John Michael 
Schwab, Peter Paul 
Scola, James D. 
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Seagle, James Michael 
Seaman, James Reid, Jr. 
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Seigel, Steven Brian 
Selekman, Robert James 
Selig, Krista Jeanne 
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SKELTON ADDRESSES 
PROBLEMS OF RURAL AMERICA 

HON. IKE SKELTON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, this last Tues

day I had the opportunity to address the Mis
souri Essential Services Association in Jeffer
son City, MO. The Missouri Essential Services 
Association is a new organization designed to 
help meet the needs of rural Missouri and I 
commend them on their efforts. 

Rural America is extremely important to this 
Nation and as chairman of the Rural Caucus, I 
am concerned about the future of the rural 
areas of our country. My address to the group 
Tuesday is as follows: 
REMARKS OF CONGRESSMAN IKE SKELTON TO 

THE MISSOURI ESSENTIAL SERVICES ASSO
CIATION 

As many of you may know, I have just 
begun my second two-year term as Chair
man of the Congressional Rural Caucus. 
This position gives me the opportunity to 
serve as a spokesman in Congress on issues 
of concern to Rural America. In addition, it 
allows me to work closely with the members 
of the Caucus in raising the concerns of 
Rural America with the large majority of 
our colleagues in the House of Representa
tives who represent urban and suburban 
areas. 

This is an extremely important function 
for the Caucus. Those of us who represent 
rural districts in Congress are badly out
numbered in the House of Representa
tives-we comprise less than a quarter of 
the total membership. We cannot "go it 
alone" on legislation. We need the help and 
support of our colleagues from other areas. 

As you might expect, a major part of our 
message in recent years has been the serious 
agricultural financial crisis and how it ex
tends far beyond the farm. We have out
lined the threat to rural small businesses, 
and to rural communities and institutions. 
We have emphasized the link between the 
rural economy and the economic health of 
the cities and suburbs. The recent an
nouncement that Allis-Chalmers is seeking 
protection under Chapter 11 of the Bank
ruptcy Code is only the latest manifestation 
of this effect. Indeed, I was recently in
formed that in two years, John Deere will 
be the only company manufacturing farm 
tractors on U.S. soil. This retrenchment by 
agriculturally-related industry means loss of 
Jobs and income to U.S. workers in urban 
areas. In an economy where nearly one out 
of every five private sector jobs is related to 
agriculture or food production and distribu
tion, this trend is not to be taken lightly. 

It's the rural economy that I want to dis
cuss today, however, because that's where 
the effects of the agricultural financial 
crisis are most direct, and most severe. In 
recent years, we have seen numerous rural · 
bank failures, rural small businesses forced 
to shut their doors and board their windows, 
and the quality of life in rural communities 

declining. The erosion of the tax base in 
rural communities threatens schools, local 
governments, and the delivery of essential 
services such as health care, police and fire 
protection, electricity and water. In short, 
the very existence of many rural communi
ties is threatened. 

Those of us here today share a common 
goal: the preservation and reinvigoration of 
rural America. You in the Rural Missouri 
Essential Services Association serve in the 
front lines of this effort-the actual delivery 
of basic necessities like electricity, water 
and fire protection to hundreds of thou
sands of rural Missourians. You play an im
portant role by bringing the special prob
lems of rural America to the attention of 
Congress and by offering reasonable solu
tions to those problems. 

In recent years, we have had our work cut 
out for us. The policies of the current Ad
ministration show, at best, benign neglect of 
the unique needs of rural areas. Just once, 
when the President gives a major policy ad
dress, like the State of the Union Address, I 
would like him to at least mention rural 
America. Our economic problems should not 
be glossed over. It should be obvious that 
the national economy cannot fully recover 
until the rural economy is once again on the 
move. 

However, during the past six years federal 
programs that could help trigger the recov
ery in the rural economy we so desperately 
need have not fared well. The budgets of 
the Farmers' Home Administration's water 
and sewer program, essential community fa
cility program, housing programs and busi
ness and industry programs have experi
enced deep cuts. The Rural Electrification 
Administration, which transformed the face 
of rural America and which can be a valua
ble asset in future rural development ef
forts, has been targeted by the Administra
tion for privatization. 

The budget submitted to Congress in Feb
ruary, proposed more of the same. But an 
overwhelming bipartisan majority of Con
gress soundly rejected this proposal. After 
months of hearings and careful delibera
tions, we fashioned a responsible budget 
that recognizes the legitimate federal role 
in stimulating the rural economy. It is my 
hope that legislation implementing this 
Congressional budget will not be vetoed. We 
need cooperation, not confrontation, if we 
are to deal with the many important issues 
facing this country, including how best to 
bring prosperity to rural America. 

When the lOOth Congress convened in 
January, most observers believed rapidly 
rising expenditures and a continuing. high 
rate of farm foreclosures would force Con
gress to reopen the Farm Bill. But it doesn't 
appear this is going to happen. Many feel 
that the Farm Bill, even though imperfect, 
should be given more time to work. More
over, no consensus has developed around an 
alternative to the present program. 

This might not be good news as far as 
some of you who are involved in farming are 
concerned. But because we are not preoccu
pied with "fixing" the farm bill this year, 
Congress now has time to focus attention on 
both long-neglected and newly emerging 
rural problems. These problems include a 
lack of transportation resources, the erosion 

of the rural infrastructure, the deteriora
tion of the rural health care system and the 
pressing need for rural development. 

The last two areas I mentioned, health 
care and rural development, are highest on 
my own agenda at this time. The rural 
health care system continues to be plagued 
by a number of problems which have always 
existed-like a shortage of physicians and 
other health care professionals. However, in 
recent years we have also seen a whole new 
set of problems arise in rural America as un
intended consequences of what I believe has 
been, overall, a necessary and successful 
effort by Congress to change the way Medi
care pays providers. 

I was among the first members of Con
gress to recognize this problem. In March, 
1985 I chaired an Aging Committee field 
hearing in Jefferson City that collected evi
dence that a new Medicare payment system 
was making it difficult for many rural 
senior citizens to receive appropriate inpa
tient care and endangering the survival of 
many rural hospitals. As a result, I intro
duced legislation that would adjust the pay
ment system to assure that rural hospitals 
do not receive lower payments from Medi
care simply because of their locations. 

My efforts in this regard continue. This 
year I joined several of my colleagues in 
forming a new Rural Health Care Coalition 
in the House of Representatives. The goal 
of the Coalition is to provide a better voice 
for the rural perspective as health policy is 
debated in Congress and implemented by 
the Department of Health and Human Serv
ices. In April the Coalition introduced a 
package of legislation designed to make the 
Medicare system more responsive to the spe
cial circumstances of rural hosptials and 
physicians and, ultimately, to the special 
needs of elderly rural Americans. 

Being from rural America, we all know 
that the agricultural economy is the key
stone of the rural economy. But we also 
know it is not the only component. We need 
the jobs and income generated by small in
dustry and small retail businesses. We won't 
have a strong rural economy without a 
strong agricultural economy. But a diversi
fied rural economy, with strong industrial 
and business sectors, can help us survive a 
downturn in the agricultural economy with
out fear of losing our rural way of life. 

That's why rural development is my other 
personal priority. I have cosponsored two 
bills that take different approaches to im
proving the federal effort in regard to rural 
development. 

The first bill, H.R. 2600, is designed to 
provide greater emphasis on rural develop
ment within the Department of Agriculture. 
It would redesignate that Department as 
the Department of Agriculture and Rural 
Development and create within it a Rural 
Development Administration. 

The function of the Rural Development 
Administration would be to improve the co
ordination and efficiency of rural develop
ment and assistance programs that are cur
rently run by about 20 different federal 
agencies. In addition, the bill would estab
lish block grants to provide seed capital for 
private sector investment and to meet rural 
infrastructure needs. 

e This .. bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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I am especially enthusiastic about the 

second bill I have cosponsored, H.R. 1800, 
the Rural Area Revitalization Act. It has a 
modest price tag of about $80 million, which 
is important in light of our ongoing federal 
budget deficit problems. But most impor
tantly, the bill would encourage economic 
diversification and entrepreneurship in 
rural areas, which I believe are the keys to 
making rural and small-town America more 
prosperous. 

The Rural Area Revitalization Act would 
build on the Rural Development Loan Fund, 
or RDLF, which was authorized by the 1985 
Farm Bill to make loan capital and techni
cal assistance available to rural businesspeo
ple through non-profit rural development 
agencies. Specifically, the bill would: 

Increase the loan capital available 
through the non-profit development agen
cies by $20 million per year; 

Create a $25 million per year grant pro
gram for business capital and public im
provements; 

Authorize a new $25 million per year 
grant program to assist the non-profit devel
opment agencies in searching out new busi
ness opportunities for existing and prospec
tive entrepreneurs; and, 

Provide $10 million per year to assure 
safe, affordable drinking water supplies for 
rural residents without access to public 
water supply systems. 

Before I close, I want to commend the As
sociation of Missouri Electric Cooperatives 
for their efforts in the rural development 
area. By establishing the Rural Missouri Co
operative Finance Corporation as a wholly
owned subsidiary to facilitate the flow of 
private capital to rural service units, the As
sociation is making a major contribution to 
rural economic development. If we are to at
tract new industry and new jobs to rural 
areas, we must have reliable electric, water, 
sewer, and fire protection services. Bringing 
in private capital to help address these 
needs is an important step forward in the 
struggle to revitalize our rural areas. 

With the 1988 presidental campaign heat
ing up, and with the state of Iowa being one 
of the important first contests, the coming 
months present us with the best opportuni
ty we are likely to have to focus attention 
on the whole range of problems facing rural 
America. If we strike while the iron is hot, I 
am optimistic that we can succeed. Only by 
working together can we truly protect es
sential rural services and to expand oppor
tunity for all rural Americans. 

Rural America has a proud history; in 
fact, it's a major part of our American herit
age. It is something I personally think is 
worth saving. As individuals, we must work 
to see that our children do not lose sight of 
their rual roots. 

As a life-long resident of a community sur
rounded by farms, and a former Prosecuting 
Attorney in a basically rural county, I have 
always been impressed by rural young 
people. They are self-reliant, dedicated, re
spectful of the rights of others, and willing 
to work hard to achieve success in the 
world. This owes in no small part to the up
bringing they receive on the family farm. 
These are values that are an important part 
of the social fabric of America. They are 
values our nation cannot afford to lose. 

Years ago, William Jennings Bryan said, 
"Burn down your cities and leave our farms, 
and your cities will spring up again as if by 
magic; but destroy our farms and the grass 
will grow in the streets of every city in the 
country." Bryan may be exaggerating, but 
we must not allow this theory to be put to 
the test. 
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While the past decade has not been good 

for small-town America, we certainly have 
the resources to turn it around. Only by the 
combined efforts of all of us here today, can 
we bring prominence and prosperity back to 
rural America. There is much to be done; 
let's get to work! 

COMMENDATIONS TO C. WAYNE 
WOOD AND CLAYTON RECORD 

HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR. 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to share with you a history. It is a 
history of community service, family life, and 
corporate success. It is a history of two out
standing gentlemen from my district who are 
to be honored by the California Inland Empire 
Council Boy Scouts of America. These two 
outstanding members of the community are C. 
Wayne Wood of San Bernardino County and 
Clayton Record of Riverside County. 

Wayne Wood was born in Phoenix, AZ and 
raised in San Bernardino, where he was grad
uated from high school. He is a U.S. Army 
veteran. Wayne is married and has two chil
dren, Patty and Mark. Wayne has achieved 
corporate success and is now the regional 
vice-president for a company which is very 
active in my district, First American Title Insur
ance Co. Wayne is a member of the Optimist 
Club and director of the San Bernardino Civic 
Light Opera. He has received numerous com
munity service awards in the past, from such 
organizations as the YMCA and the Boy 
Scouts of America. 

Clayton Record is the senior vice-president, 
Government and Client Relations, for NBS/ 
Lowry. Mr. Record's position requires him to 
make many decisions which involve a detailed 
knowledge of city, state, and local govern
ment. He has been a member of the San Ja
cinto School Board, and is extremely active in 
civic and environmental causes. Clayton is 
married and has four children: Mike, Randy, 
Keith, and Nanciana. He has chaired the 
Community Development Organization and the 
Riverside County School Boards Association, 
strengthening the community of which he is 
such an integral part. 

Mr. Speaker, we need men like Wayne 
Wood and Clayton Record. They are what 
America is all about: dedication, family life, 
and community service. I commend the Cali
fornia Inland Empire Council Boy Scouts of 
America for selecting two most deserving 
Americans to be honored this Thursday, July 
23, 1987. 

HONORING THE CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE OF MEXICAN 
LADIES OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. ESTEBAN EDWARD TORRES 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I ask my col

leagues to join with me today in honoring the 
Chamber of Commerce of Mexican Ladies of 
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California. On Saturday, July 25, 1987, the 
club will celebrate its 30th anniversary at a 
special installation and awards banquet. 

The incoming board of directors of the 
Chamber of Commerce of Mexican Ladies of 
California are Mrs. Esther Saucedo, president; 
Mrs. Rosario Villareal, vice president; Mrs. 
Martha Caballero, treasurer; Mrs. Bertha Agui
lera, director; and Mrs. Rosario de Losa, direc
tor. 

It is important to note that the members of 
the Chamber of Commerce of Mexican Ladies 
of California conduct many charitable and 
civic projects in order to provide scholarships 
for low-income youth. Annually, this club spon
sors low-income students from area high 
schools. This year the chamber will award five 
scholarships. Two of these scholarships will 
go to students at Casa Victoria, a half-way 
house for teenage girls located in Whittier and 
these will be awarded to students at Theodore 
Roosevelt High School in east Los Angeles. 

In addition, the chamber will honor three of 
its members with special awards. Mrs. Linda 
Vargas, principal of Valencia Elementary 
School in the El Rancho Unified School Dis
trict and Mrs. Esperanza Reyes, principal of 
the Escuelas Tecnicas, lndustriales y Com
mericales of Chihuahua, Mexico, will receive 
the Educator of the Year Award for their ex
emplary work with students, and Mrs. Irene 
Moncayo will receive the Hispanic of the Year 
Award for her outstanding community work. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues in the 
House of Representatives to join me in salut
ing the incoming officers and members of the 
Chamber of Commerce of Mexican Ladies of 
California during the chamber's 30th anniver
sary celebration. 

TRIBUTE TO CAPTIVE NATIONS 

HON. ROBERT K. DORNAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to bring to the attention of my col
leagues the continuing plight of those nations 
which live under the shadow of the Russian 
bear. I speak not about new Soviet attempts 
to establish outposts for communism in the 
Third World: such as Afghanistan, Ethiopia, 
Angola, and Nicaragua. Nor is it my intention 
to discuss the controversy surrounding our 
piddling support for freedom fighters in these 
countries. But today Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
remind my colleagues that millions of people 
continue to live under the tyranny of commu
nism in the so-called captive European na
tions: Albania, Bulgaria, Czechslovakia, Esto
nia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, and 
Romania. 

Unfortunately, we in the West have grown 
too accustomed to thinking of the Soviet bloc 
nations as functioning in lockstep with the 
Soviet Union. However, I do not believe Mr. 
Speaker, that it is impossible to restore basic 
freedoms for those living under the boot-heel 
of the U.S.S.R. I say this because I believe 
that communism is a bankrupt system and the 
inhabitants of the captive nations recognize 
that fact. The people of the captive nations 
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yearn for a society which respects human 
rights, permits basic freedoms and allows the 
full potential of the individual to develop unen
cumbered. These are all fundamental aspects 
of human nature. Like those living in prison, 
Mr. Speaker, the spirit of the Eastern Europe
ans has not been broken by communism. The 
spirit of freedom burns in the hearts of refuse
niks throughout the East bloc and Solidarity in 
Poland. 

The United States is the beacon of hope for 
millions living in the captive nations. Mr. 
Speaker, it is our duty to keep that hope alive. 
With that in mind I would like to submit for the 
record a memorandum from the Assembly of 
Captive European Nations which articulates 
some of their hopes and fears. This memoran
dum is clearly a call for the United States to 
assume its role in the decisive way as leader 
of the free world. 

ASSEMBLY OF CAPTIVE EUROPEAN NATIONS 
MEMORANDUM 

Forty two years after Yalta the Captive 
European Nations are still living under the 
military or political occupation of the Soviet 
Union. 

During the last four decades the political 
map of the world has substantially changed, 
the membership of the United Nations has 
increased from 50 to 159! The so-called tra
ditional colonialism is disappearing but the 
new, the Soviet Colonialism is spreading, to 
wit: among others-in the Cuba, Nicaragua, 
Afghanistan-and its domination in the 
Third World too. 

In the United Nations the Soviet Union, if 
we count their three delegations <Soviet 
Union, Ukraine, Byelorussia), the delega
tions of the Iron Curtain countries, Cuba, 
Nicaragua, Afghanistan and the other 
Soviet influenced countries, the Kremlin 
has more votes than the United States, Eng
land, Canada and the Western Europe to
gether. 

If we add to this the number of Soviet citi
zens who work in the administration of the 
United Nations-which shows the trend of 
the political forces-is dominated by the 
Soviet Union. Even Senator Trible, rightly 
wrote a few months ago in his article, that 
the Soviet Union uses the United States not 
only for their interest, but against the 
United States. 

This is a disturbing fact for the world 
peace. 

When we, the representatives of the Cap
tive European Nations, respectfully request 
to take positive steps against the occupation 
of our countries, we speak not only for our 
nations but for the interest of the United 
States too. 

As long as the Soviet occupation is not 
terminated in our nations, the world power 
of the Kremlin will increase. 

We feel that presently we have arrived to 
the turning point: 

1. The Soviet Union has a new leader who 
wants to prove that he is seeking for world
peace. On the other hand, no peace can 
exist if more than 110 million people live 
under the Soviet Union occupation. 

2. The President of the United States 
should mention, when meeting with Mr. 
Gorbachev, the question of the Captive Eu
ropean Nations and their freedom and inde
pendence in order to bring to an end the ar
chaic colonialism of the Soviet Union. 

3. The Department of State of the United 
States should instruct its permanent repre
sentative to the United Nations that on 
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every occasion when the colonialism, occu
pation, aggression is discussed, our nations 
should also be mentioned as they still are 
under the Soviet occupation. 

4. The representatives of the Government 
of the United States in the Human Rights 
Commission of the United Nations, should 
be instructed (specially in the Geneva meet
ings every February) to bring up the matter 
of the Soviet occupation in our nations, 
which in itself prevents the exercise of the 
most dynamic rights of our century-the 
self determination. 

We, the representatives of the Captive Na
tions: Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Es
tonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, 
Romania, want to express that our people 
want only what Franklin D. Roosevelt, Sir 
Winston Churchill, even Joseph V. Stalin, 
promised at the Yalta Agreement: "the 
right of the people to choose the form of 
Government under which they will live-the 
restoration of sovereign rights and self-gov
ernment of those people who have been 
forcibly deprived of these by the aggressor 
nations." 

Laszlo Varga, J.D., Chairman, Hungary; 
Dr. Martin Kvetko, Czechoslovakia; 
Mrs. Sophia Federowicz-Grzelak, 
Poland; Dr. Bronius Neinickas, Lithua
nia; Dr. Roxhep Krasnigi, Albania; Dr. 
Issarescu, Romania; Iskar Shumanov, 
Bulgaria; Talivaldis Buss, Latvia; Dr. 
Juhan Simonson, Estonia; Viktoria 
Checheta, Lithuania; Secretary-Gener
al. 

BATH, PA, TO CELEBRATE 250TH 
ANNIVERSARY ON AUGUST 9, 
1987 

HON. DON RITTER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 198 7 
Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, the borough of 

Bath has every good reason to celebrate. 
During the week of August 1 through August 
9, 1987, within a lovely green valley in eastern 
Pennsylvania, the old-time municipality of Bath 
will formally mark the 250th anniversary of its 
founding. 

Bath, situated on the head waters of the 
winding Monocacy Creek, was founded by the 
Scotch Irish or Ulster Scots and named for an 
English city. A sturdy, rugged race in the hills 
and valleys of Pennsylvania's frontier was 
destined to play an important part in the foun
dation of our national character. 

The borough has so much to offer its resi
dents and the Lehigh Valley. The Bath Home 
News, is in its 51 st year. Bill Halbfoerster, 
publisher, continues to provide excellent local 
news and important insights to the people of 
the borough and beyond. The George Wolf El
ementary School delivers an excellent educa
tion program to 1,000 children. Wrestling, 
baseball, weightlifting, and currently senior 
legion baseball have all been a focal point for 
Bath citizenry over the years. Until recently, 
cement manufacturing employed many resi
dents, and while that industry plus the gar
ment and sewing trades have had their share 
of problems, they're still very important to the 
borough. Added in recent years are new small 
and medium size busineses which delight in 
making the beautiful borough of Bath their 
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new home. And then there are all the new 
houses where people from all over have se
lected Bath as the place to live. 

Mayor Betty Fields and Allen Haidle, bor
ough council president and celebration chair
man, will work long and hard for the success 
of this remarkable anniversary. The townspeo
ple of Bath will crown the great extent of their 
participation with "Hands Around Bath," in 
which 2,000 persons make a circle around a 
three-block area while the song "Celebration" 
is played. A 5-mile race, the "Miss Bath" Pag
eant and an encampment of 2,000 Boy 
Scouts from the North Valley District, Minsi 
Trails Council and towns of Bath in other 
States will also highlight the weeklong cele
bration. 

Mr. Speaker, with traditions of hard work 
and neighborliness, the people of Bath look 
forward to the next 250 years with confidence. 
Their base is a solid one and I'm certain they 
will continue to make their unique contribu
tions to the well-being of the Lehigh Valley, 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the 
Nation. 

I can personally attest to the scenic beauty 
of the borough's rolling hills and farms and 
the friendliness of the people, as I have many 
times bicycled along its highways and byways. 
May the quality of the land and its people be 
retained for the next 250. 

VA EMPLOYEES VOICE STRONG 
SUPPORT FOR THEIR MEDICAL 
COMPUTER SYSTEM 

HON. G. V. (SONNY) MONTGOMERY 
OF MISSISSIPPI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, a contro

versy over the effectiveness and cost of the 
Veterans' Administration's medical computer 
system, known as the Decentralized Hospital 
Computer Program [DHCP] system, has arisen 
in the Congress. As chairman of the Commit
tee on Veterans' Affairs, I have scheduled 
many oversight hearings on this important 
medical computer system over the past sever
al years and the reports on its effectiveness 
and costs have been uniformly very positive. 

Since our hearing of April 8, 1987 on this 
important subject, I have received many let
ters from veterans and Veterans' Administra
tion employees in support of the DHCP. 

I would like to share with my colleagues a 
copy of a letter which I received from Mr. Troy 
E. Page, Director of the VA's Department of 
Medicine and Surgery's Great Lakes Region, 
which demonstrates how the VA employees 
feel about "their" medical computer system. 
The letter follows: 

VETERANS ADMINISTRATION, 
MEDICAL CENTER, 

Chillicothe, OH, May 1, 1987. 
Hon. G.V. (SONNY) MONTGOMERY, 
Chainnan, Committee on Veterans• Affairs, 

U.S. House of Representatives, Washing
ton, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I write regarding 
recent information about hearings by the 
Appropriations Subcominittees on HUD-In
dependent Agencies into the V A's DHCP. It 
is inconceivable that any citizen or official 
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of this country would participate in actions 
whose objective is to delay, interrupt, or 
otherwise impede the V A's progress in fully 
implementing and operating this system. 

I have been a VA manager since 1973, and 
previously worked for the Departments of 
Interior, Justice, and the State of Califor
nia. Never have I experienced an agency's 
success in implementing a new major tech
nology comparable to the V A's implementa
tion of the DHCP. There is no parallel. 

In less than five years the VA progressed 
from a position of no significant automated 
data processing system to the current 
DHCP which is without parallel in terms of 
scope <over 180 major health care facilities 
throughout the United States). Functional
ly, the system is user-oriented and user-re
sponsive in a medical environment which is 
probably among the most complicated. 
Moreover, the VA is under the watchful 
eyes of all three branches of government, 
services organizations, the media, et. al., and 
does not enjoy the luxury nor flexibility of 
the private hospital. So this system has sur
vived in a very tough environment and has 
performed remarkably. 

Its utility is demonstrated daily at my 
desk and with my staff. Questions, issues, 
and problems that were formerly either un
solvable or took weeks of staff time are now 
accomplished in a fraction of time. 

Others can attest to lives saved, health 
care improved, and costs avoided directly as 
a result of DHCP. Enclosed is a statement 
of the opinion and views on this subject by 
this medical center's Chairman, Administra
tive Executive Board; Chairman, Clinical 
Executive Board; and members of the Infor
mation Resource Management Committee. 

I can only tell you in the limited space 
and time available that DHCP is unques
tionably one of the best investments the 
American taxpayer has made. I urge your 
continued support and enhancement of this 
system. 

Sincerely, 
TROY E. PAGE, 

Director. 

NATIVE SONS DESERVE PRAISE 

HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR. 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
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We are now celebrating the 200th anniver

sary of our Constitution. I can think of no 
better way to honor this great document than 
to elevate and commemorate great examples 
of what this document is all about. Mr. Speak
er, the problem with America is that we do not 
have enough men like the men of Arrowhead 
Parlor, 110. They are what has made this 
country great, and it would be a marvelous 
achievement if tomorrow's generations could 
match their selfless dedication and unyielding 
patriotism. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. PETER H. KOSTMA YER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Speaker, yesterday, I 

was regrettably detained in Philadelphia and 
thus missed several votes. Had I been 
present, I would have voted for the rule grant
ing consideration of H.R. 2890, Transportation 
Department appropriations for fiscal year 
1988, roll No. 254, and against the Jones 
amendment, roll No. 256. 

HOW A FLOOD TURNED AROUND 
PENNSYLVANIA CITY'S ECONO
MY 

HON. PAULE. KANJORSKI 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 198 7 
Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I would like 

to call your attention to an article about the 
city of Wilkes-Barre from the July 14, 1987 
Wall Street Journal entitled "How a Flood 
Turned Around Pennsylvania City's Economy." 

With this June marking the 15th anniversary 
of Tropical Storm Agnes' rampage through 
Wilkes-Barre, it is fitting to note the miracu
lous reconstruction that has taken place in 
this community since the devastation of the 
flood. 

I request that the article be inserted in the 
RECORD as an inspiration and example of true 
rejuvenation and economic resurgency. 

The article follows: 
CFrom the Wall Street Journal, July 14, 

1987] 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speaker, in a 
world riddled with tragedy and plagued by 
worldwide economic turmoil, it is reassuring to 
know that some traditions of generosity, sta
bility, and self-sacrifice still exist. One such 
tradition exists in my district and is carried on How A FLooD TuRNED AROUND 
by an organization known as the Native Sons PENNSYLVANIA CITY'S EcoNOMY 
of the Golden West, Arrowhead Parlor, 11 o. <By Rachel L. Swarns> 

This organization has been serving my dis- Floods needn't always be entirely bad 
trict selflessly for 100 years. I could not even news. Here's one Pennsylvania city that 

turned natural disaster into economic op
begin to list all the essential achievements in portunity. It's a case study that shows how 
my community that have been carried out by a community down on its luck can rejuve
this worthwhile and patriotic organization. nate itself, given a combination of careful 
What I can say, Mr. Speaker, is that the ·. planning, citizen initiative, and a couple 
Native Sons of the Golden West, Arrowhead hundred million dollars in government dis
Parlor, 110, has something which the rest of aster aid. 
the world could take a lesson from. Endur- Fifteen years ago this. June, Hurricane 
ance ideals and perseverance are what Agnes roared up the rmd-Atlanti~ Coast. 

' . ' The storm brought torrential rams that 
make this group of g~ntleme!'l. an example to filled the Susquehana River to overflowing. 
us all. In an. a_ge of d1s~sab1hty and runaway By the time the flood crest reached the 
technology, 1t 1s comforting to know that these coal-mining town of Wilks-Barre in north
dedicated individuals support their community eastern Pennsylvania, the river was 14 feet 
and their roots with such unyielding vigor. over its banks. 
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The muddy water pushed through down

town, inundating dilapidated commercial 
buildings and run-down neighborhoods. 
About 40% of the city was devastated, in
cluding the entire downtown core. Quick 
evacuation saved all but two lives, but prop
erty damage totaled $539 million, and 482 
families lost their homes. 

The 1972 flood was one more downward 
step in a long economic decline for Wilkes
Barre. Settled in the mid-1800s by European 
immigrants looking for Jobs in the local an
thracite mines, the town enjoyed prosperity 
when coal was king. But when much of the 
world switched to oil, the community began 
to wither. 

In the 1960s, Wilkes-Barre tried to diversi
fy by luring textile, tobacco and shoe manu
facturers. By the time the flood hit, even 
those businesses were pulling out. 

"Everything was going downhill," says 
Edward Schecter, former president of 
Wilkes-Barre's Committee for Economic 
Growth. "Unemployment was around 14%. 
Department stores weren't doing business; 
theaters began to close. Young people 
couldn't find Jobs, and that left us with an 
aging population." 

Adds Steven Gliboff, who graduated from 
Wilkes College in the city in 1971 and 
promptly moved to New York: "Anyone I 
knew wanted to get out." 

The flood proved to be the catalyst for 
the city's turnaround. The federal and state 
governments gave $190 million in flood 
relief funds, and the Small Business Admin
istration offered loans at 1 % interest with 
the first $5,000 of principal forgiven. Some 
32,600 home owners and 3,300 businesses in 
Wilkes-Barre and its surroundings applied 
for the government largesse. 

Using a plan drafted by local architects 
and engineers, the city used its disaster 
windfall to acquire and demolish buildings, 
to relocate families, and to rebuild roads, 
sidewalks, sewers and utility lines. Among 
the planner's goals: avoiding excessive de
pendence on any one industry and company, 
and remaking downtown to function as both 
commercial hub and revived residential 
area. 

By 1982, 10 years after the flood, a hotel 
and three new office towers with retail 
fronts had replaced 27 small buildings that 
ringed the town square in the old days. Bos
cov's, an innovative retailer with depart
ment stores throughout Pennsylvania, 
opened a store in center city. Today, lighted 
glass canopies with shiny red supports cover 
four blocks of downtown restaurants and 
specialty shops. Wilkes-Barre's sidewalks 
don't roll up at dusk. 

Still, word about Wilkes-Barre's revival 
was slow in spreading. "Although the city 
had begun to rehabilitate physically," Mr. 
Schecter says, "we were falling behind in 
terms of bringing in new industry." 

So Mr. Schecter's committee hit the road, 
touting to companies in the mood to expand 
Wilkes-Barre's new infrastructure, its rela
tively inexpensive land, and its proximity to 
Philadelphia and New York. 

One contact was the Student Loan Mar
keting Association, a private, federally char
tered corporation that buys insured student 
loans, Sallie Mae, as the association is 
known, was seeking a site for a back-shop 
accounting and administrative office. 

"Wilkes-Barre wanted us in a bad way, but 
they were very professional," recalls Barry 
Morrow, Sallie Mae's director of loan serv
ices. "They didn't wine and dine. They did it 
with facts and figures." Within a day, he 
says, the city's committee pulled together 
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figures about office space and local taxes 
that other cities "couldn't get for us at all." 

Sallie Mae opted for Wilkes-Barre. So did 
Nabisco Brands Inc., and Document Auto
mation Corp., each opening back-shop oper
ations there. The expected result of the 
three moves: a total of 1,200 new jobs in 
Wilkes-Barre by next year. Ray Wright, a 
Nabisco senior vice president, says his com
pany "had operations in major centers like 
Chicago, but in comparing productivity, 
Wilkes-Barre came out ahead." 

"The flood was a blessing, says Theodore 
Engel, dean of Wilkes College's School of 
Business and Economics. "Unemployment is 
significantly lower, and there has been an 
increase in quality jobs." 

Indeed, growing white-collar employment 
seems to be helping the city hold on to its 
youth, in contrast to the 1960s and 1970s. 
Some are even coming back. Mr. Gliboff re
turned from New York two years ago after 
hearing about the city resurrenction. Now 
he runs a food emporium in the spruced-up 
downtown. 

"The streets aren't paved with gold," He 
says, "but they aren't paved with fool's gold 
either." 

THE WORLDWIDE 
EXPLOITATION OF CHILDREN 

HON. GEORGE MILLER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 198 7 
Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, the 

exploitation of child labor is tragically com
monplace in many areas of the developing 
world. Children are routinely hired in the glass 
factories, sweatshops, and shophouses of the 
Third World. Too frequently, government offi
cials charged with enforcing child labor laws 
look the other way. 

According to the International Labor Organi
zation, 88 million children between the ages of 
11 and 15 are in the world's labor force. Mil
lions more children, younger than 11, also 
work in dismal and dangeous conditions which 
threatened their health and their lives, often 
around dangerous equipment and materials, 
24 hours a day, 7 days a week. Their employ
ers control their lives, paying them virtually 
nothing and forcing them to work for weeks 
without rest. 

As the Washington Post article below points 
out, these conditions exist in part because 
Third World countries are racing to meet the 
demand for their products created by Western 
nations. 

When concerns about international exploita
tion of labor are raised, we are frequently told 
that we cannot affect labor conditions abroad. 
We cannot mandate remedies, or that foreign 
governments even respect their own fair labor 
standard laws, let alone our own standards. 

Yet I note that we frequently prohibit the im
portation of products which are derived from 
endangered species, such as whales, ele
phants and rhinos, and in doing so, attempt to 
influence the policies of foreign governments. 

Don't the exploited and enslaved children of 
the world's sweatshops deserve the same 
level of protection that we afford to whales, 
elephants, and rhinos? 

Can't we, in effect, add "exploited children" 
to the list of "endangered species," so that 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
the fruits of that exploitation and abuse are 
prohibited from importation to the United 
States? So that our commercial demands do 
not foster, promote and underwrite that en
slavement? 

I hope that my colleagues will review the 
Post article, and will also support legislation I 
will soon introduce to prohibit the continued 
importation of these products of unspeakable 
exploitation. 

CHILD LABOR: THE PROFITS OF SHAME 

<By Joseph Albright and Marcia Kunstel) 
RABAT.-Perched on a low wooden bench 

in front of a loom, cutting knife at her side, 
Hiyat is an automation with whirring 
hands. 

At the age of 11, Hiyat knots rugs six days 
a week in a concrete box where 200 weavers 
hunch elbow to elbow at hand looms. Forty 
years ago carpet weaving was a handicraft 
that little Moroccan girls learned at home 
from their mothers. Now it is big business 
and little girls as young as 4 work in facto
ries. 

Loop, wrap, pull, slice. Loop, wrap, pull 
slice. Hiyat would have to tie one strand of 
woolen pile onto the loom every 2.43 sec
onds to keep up with what her supervisor 
says is the factory's pace of knotting. The 
monotony tears on her. "I wanted to stay in 
school," she said, "not work here." 

The factory that hired her, Mocary SA, is 
part of a global shame. Tens of thousands 
of well-to-do employers throughout the 
Third World work children for pennies an 
hour in mind-blunting or dangerous jobs. 
Others make money by maneuvering chil
dren into criminal work, turning homeless 
boys into street thieves or 13-year-old girls 
into prostitutes. 

At 11 carpet factories in Morocco, report
ers found weavers on the looms who looked 
unmistakably under Morocco's minimum 
legal work age of 12. The conditions in all 
the factories were similar: fat wool fuzz 
balls skittering across the floors, the dank 
odor of wool dust and dye, areas too dimly 
lighted to work without strain. 

"We prefer to get them when they are 
about seven," said Nasser Yebbous, the 
overseer of one plant in Marrakesh. Chil
dren's hands are nimbler, he said. "And 
their eyes are better, too. They are faster 
when they are small." 

Laws in nearly every nation ban such 
practices. Yet in many countries, the laws to 
protect children aren't working. Through
out a nine-month inquiry by the Cox News
papers, the same rancid scenes repeated 
from Morocco to India to the Philippines to 
Brazil to Thailand: children sweating while 
labor inspectors, police and export-promo
tion bureaus look the other way. 

In 1979, the International Labor Organi
zation estimated that 56 million children be
tween 11 and 15 served in the world's work 
force. Last year, the ILO raised that esti
mate to 88 million. The ILO figure doesn't 
include many forms of children's work, such 
as piecework in the home or street peddling. 
Nor does it count any children under 11. If 
"informal" child labor were counted, "the 
estimate would run into the hundreds of 
millions," a UNICEF staff paper reported 
last year. 

Little wonder. Since 1950, the world's pool 
of potential child workers has nearly dou
bled until now there are 1.1 billion children 
between 5 and 14 years. Cheap health tech
niques, including mass vaccinations and oral 
rehydration for diarrhea, are keeping multi
tudes alive who would have died in their 
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first year a generation ago. New schools are 
not being built fast enough to stay ahead of 
the tide of 15 million extra school-age chil
dren every year. 

And for what sort of life are these mil
lions being saved? 

They are growing up as the race for devel
opment propels more and more of the Third 
World into the sweatshop manufacturing 
era from which western countries have 
emerged during this century. 

Under piecework rates, Hiyat earns at 
most 15 cents an hour in Morocco. Halfway 
around the world, Eliza Lualhati, 15, says 
she earns about 13 cents an hour for piece
work at a high-speed sewing machine in a 
live-in garment factory in a suburb of 
Manila. Eliza doesn't complain about work
ing 90 to 110 hours a week. But she said she 
wishes the boss wouldn't make her pay for 
the thread. 

Eliza's routine six days a week at the War 
Win's Style shirt factory goes like this: 
Wake up at 6 a.m. on a pile of cloth scraps 
beside her sewing machine. Make breakfast. 
Sweep the sewing room floor. Then: 

"We start sewing exactly at 7 a.m. We usu
ally get a break around noon. It lasts maybe 
two hours, but only half an hour if we are 
on a rush. We start up again for the after
noon and work until about 7 p.m. We stop 
for about half an hour for dinner. 

"Then we start sewing again. Usually until 
midnight. Sometimes it is until 3 a .m. In De
cember, we go right on through, just taking 
a catnap." 

The factory owner, Josie Cruz, sounded 
compassionate. "Sometimes they get ill," 
she said. "some of them have suffered 
anemia from lack of sleep." 

But Cruz said if she wants to succeed in 
the garment business, she has no choice. 
"We have a strict shipping schedule," she 
said. "If we fail to deliver, there will be no 
work to be done for the next two weeks. So 
whenever there is a rush order, they know 
they have to finish, even if they have to 
work 23 hours a day." 

Wages are even lower in Thailand, where 
thousands of young peasant girls work 
seven days a week inside hole-in-the-wall 
Bangkok factories called "shophouses" for 
less than seven cents an hour. That comes 
to about one-fifth of Thailand's minimum 
wage, itself among the lowest in the world. 

"Sometimes I don't get a· day off for 
weeks," said Sarapa Nasap, who wraps toy 
Uzi machine guns in a plastics factory in 
Bangkok. 

Sarapa, 15, said she is paid a monthly 
salary of $20, plus a bonus of 20 cents for 
each night she works later than 10 p.m. 
Spread out over the 70 to 90 hours a week 
she says she works, her pay would average 
six cents an hour. 

Among nine Bangkok sweatshop children 
whom reporters succeeded in interviewing 
away from their bosses, the pay ranged 
from three to 16 cents an hour. 

Siraporn Chookaew, 14, earns 16 cents an 
hour running a sewing machine in a skirt 
factory, often working 15 hours a day, seven 
days a week. Boon Mee Norakot, 13, pulls in 
about four cents an hour whittling rattan in 
a furniture factory 85 hours a week. 

The live-in factory system is such an ac
cepted part of Thailand's labor patterns 
that it didn't embarrass one of Sarapa's 
bosses to talk about the arrangements. 

"If we give them meals, then we can con
trol them very easily," said Komol Trairat
tanapa, export manager of Siam Asian En
terprises Ltd. He said his company pays the 
minimum wage, about 35 cents an hour. 
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In Firozabad, India, work injuries are Just 

as much a part of growing up as low pay. An 
estimated 50,000 children under the legal 
work age of 14 work in glass factories that 
look like tintypes from a Moscow museum 
of capitalist horrors. 

These ragged children trot like driven ani
mals around dark factories, carrying long 
pipes that drip molten glass heated to 1,500 
degrees Fahrenheit. 

Most commonly, the job of a young Indian 
glass worker is carrying a six-foot-long 
metal pole that has been dipped into a fur
nace to retrieve a gob of the molten glass. 
The carriers run the hollow poles to an 
older glass blower who shapes such products 
as beakers for laboratories, coffee jars and 
drinking glasses for some of India's five-star 
hotels. 

Then, to speed the process, the glass 
blower throws the pole Javelin-style to a 
child several feet below him. The boy has to 
catch the pole with its shaped glass-at this 
stage glowing dull orange from its tempera
ture of 950 degrees-and spin it and drizzle 
it with water to tame its fiery heat. 

Of more than 500 child workers whom re
porters saw in the five largest glass factories 
in Firozabad, not one wore protective glass
es, shoes or gloves. At every factory, glass 
shards littered grimy floors where workers 
of all ages walked either barefooted or in 
rubber thongs. 

As might be expected, visitors at Firoza
bad's OM Glass Works saw one boy with a 
bandaged ear, another with a scarred, unfo
cused eye and a third who had a section of 
hair burned off his scalp. At Advance Glass, 
a worker propped himself against a doorway 
while another employee tried to staunch 
the blood spilling from his foot. 

Mohammed Batsin, 12, said he did not 
mind working with hot glass and furnaces. 
"No, no. I don't have any fear," said Mo
hammed, a slight boy in shorts who had 
worked for Emkay Glass Works for about a 
year. "At first I got hurt, but now I don't 
anymore." 

Mohammed said he makes 11 rupees a 
day, which comes to about 86 cents. 

And who are the ultimate beneficiaries of 
children working in sweatshops? The vast 
majority of products are sold for local con
sumption. Eliza's shirts, for instance, are 
sold in a street market 10 miles from her 
factory. 

But tons of goods are made specifically for 
export to the West. In some cases children 
not only yield cheap labor for the employer 
but also produce merchandise bargains for 
bluechip foreign companies that wouldn't 
conceive of keeping children on their own 
payrolls. 

Macy's department stores, for instance, 
buy hand-made rugs in Morocco from 
Hiyat's employer, Mocary SA. The econom
ics of Moroccan carpets works like this: Mo
roccan weavers earn about $19.34 for weav
ing one five square-yard carpet under piece
work rates that the government says are 
standard throughout the industry. 

Judging from Macy's inventory documents 
f9und attached to carpets on sale in Man
l)attan two months ago, Macy's bought five
~quare-yard carpets from Mocary for 
$166.40 each. After paying $50.84 for 
freight, insurance and customs duty, Macy's 
added a $281. 76 markup and offered the car
pets to the public for $499. Other depart
ment stores carry similar Moroccan rugs, 
and Macy's markup may well be typical for 
American retailers. But by the time the rug 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
reaches an American consumer, Macy's will 
have collected roughly 15 times as much in 
markup as the weavers earned for knotting 
it. Macy's declines to comment on its Moroc
can carpets, which bear the label "Made in 
Morocco exclusively for R.H. Macy's." 

The president of a Manhattan importing 
firm that has served as Macy's importing 
agent for many of its Moroccan rugs, said 
that he was familiar with child labor in the 
Third World. But he expressed surprise 
when told that the Mocary factory em
ployed children. 

Is child labor some natural Darwinian 
stage that all countries must endure for a 
few centuries before they can hope to take 
off as "newly industrialized countries?" It 
doesn't have to be. South Korea and 
Kenya-separated by wealth, continents 
and cultures-have shown over the last two 
decades how it is possible to combat the 
worst forms of child exploitation, at least 
within factories, without waiting for pover
ty to wither away. Mass education is what 
took children out of the textile mills in Brit
ain and the United States a century ago, 
and it is keeping most of them out of sweat
shops in South Korea and Kenya today. 

Some educational systems are much more 
efficient than others in spreading literacy. 
Witness the differences between Morocco 
and Jordan, two Arab countries with rough
ly similar economic profiles, both ruled by 
monarchies, neither enriched by oil. Moroc
co's educational system has been geared for 
three decades primarily to educating an 
elite. The result is that only 70 percent of 
school-age boys and 46 percent of school-age 
girls go to primary schools, according to 
United Nations statistics. 

King Hussein of Jordan set out on an
other path, that of delivering mass educa
tion to his desert kingdom swollen by Pales
tinian refugees. As a consequence, 91 per
cent of Jordanian boys and 88 percent of 
Jordanian girls are enrolled in primary 
schools. 

It is no surprise that Morocco's little girls 
work in factories and Jordan's little girls do 
not. The surprise is that Morocco has spent 
a higher fraction of its gross national prod
uct on education than Jordan, partly to pay 
for Morocco's expensive universities and 
partly because of the tradition of relating 
Moroccan public school teachers' pay to 
teachers' salaries in France. 

The law of supply and demand also pro
vides another solution for the short run: 
Honest enforcement of existing factory laws 
can dampen some of the demand for child 
labor. In Kenya, for instance, sociologist 
Philista Onyango says, "You won't find a 
Kenyan child in a factory. The labor inspec
tors are very straight." 

Child workers are often concentrated in 
countries where masses of adults, including 
their parents, cannot find jobs. If enforce
ment of child labor and overtime laws 
makes it bothersome to hire children, em
ployers will have more incentive to hire 
adults. 

Some families will suffer from loss of chil
dren's income, but others will come out 
ahead. As Indian social reformer Swami Ag
nivesh put it, "In the long run, if children 
are thrown out of Jobs, the businesses will 
have to continue by employing adults at 
better wages." 
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THE BORK NOMINATION 

HON. ROBERT J. LAGOMARSINO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today to bring to the attention of my col
leagues an editorial which appeared on July 6, 
1987, in one of the leading newspapers in my 
district, the Lompoc Record. This insightful 
commentary raises some important and mean
ingful points about the nomination of Judge 
Robert Bork to the U.S. Supreme Court. I urge 
my colleagues to study the editorial carefully. 
CFrom the Lompoc Record <Lompoc, Calli.), 

July 6 1987] 
THE BORK NOMINATION 

President Reagan could have played it 
safe by making a noncontroversial nomina
tion to the Supreme Court. Instead, he fol
lowed his conservative instincts and chose 
federal appeals court Judge Robert Bork, 
who faces a stormy and protracted fight for 
confirmation in the Senate. 

Hardly anyone argues that Bork is not 
qualified to replace retired Justice Lewis 
Powell on the high court. After more than a 
decade as a Yale Law School professor, 
nearly four years as solicitor general of the 
United States and five years on the Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia-the 
nation's second most powerful court-Bork 
is respected as an outstanding legal scholar. 

The complaint against him is that he is 
too conservative, believes too strongly in ju
dical restraint and holds that judges should 
interpret the law, not make it themselves. 
Liberals, feminists and civil-rights activists 
fear that he would tilt an evenly divided 
court to the right. 

The arguments against Bork seem to miss 
one point: Ronald Reagan, whose conserv
atism was never in doubt, was elected presi
dent twice by landslides. The voters didn't 
expect him to put, say, George McGovern 
on the Supreme Court. They gave him an 
implied mandate to nominate judges who 
share his belief that the Constitution 
should be strictly interpreted. 

Bork is sure to be grilled about the "Sat
urday Night Massacre" firing of Watergate 
special prosecutor Archibald Cox in 1973. 
Attorney General Elliot Richardson and 
Deputy Attorney General William Ruckels
haus resigned rather than to carry out 
President Nixon's order. Bork, as No. 3 man 
in the Justice Department, fired Cox and 
has been widely criticized for it. 

Richardson has since put that controversy 
in perspective. He said the department's 
legal counsel found that Nixon had the 
legal authority to dismiss Cox. Richardson 
added that he urged Bork to keep his post 
and carry out Nixon's order. Bork, he said, 
then insisted that the president appoint a 
new prosecutor and helped find Leon Jawor
ski, whose relentless investigation led to 
Nixon's downfall. 

Democrats, who control the Senate and 
thus the confirmation process, are talking 
about moving slowly on Bork's nomination. 
Their private hope is to be able to stall for 
18 months, after which a Democrat might 
be in the White House making judicial ap
pointments. 

Such a plan is both unfair and bad poli
tics. The country is entitled to a fully 
staffed Supreme Court. With its current 
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membership it is likely to split 4-4 on impor
tant issues, leaving them in limbo. 

Since Bork is clearly qualified and if no 
smoking gun is found in his past, the Demo
crats could damage themselves by stalling 
unduly. A fair-minded public would dislike 
the spectacle of a capable judge being 
denied promotion largely because he is more 
conservative than his inquisitioners. 

MILITARY SEES DANGERS IN 
NORTH'S ACTIONS 

HON. RONALD V. DELLUMS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, during the past 

week the Congress and the Nation have wit
nessed some rather extraordinary testimony 
before the joint House-Senate Select Commit
tee by Lt. Col. Oliver L. North, U.S.M.C., on 
the responsibilities of serving military officers 
to the Constitution, the Chief Executive and 
the Congress. 

Lt. Col. North's unique interpretation of his 
officer's oath to "support and defend" the 
Constitution fortunately is not one that is 
shared by the overwhelming majority of our of
ficer corps-Army, Navy, Marine Corps and 
Air Force-Regular, Reserve or National 
Guard. 

To further understand the ramifications of 
this important issue, I urge my colleagues and 
the American people to read and reflect upon 
the following article by Col. Harry G. Sum
mers, Jr., U.S. Army, retired, that appeared in 
today's edition of the · Los Angeles Times. 
Colonel Summers, a decorated military veter
an of the conflicts in Korea and Indochina, is 
also the author of an important book, "On 
Strategy", which analyzes military-political re
lationships in the conduct of undeclared wars. 
MILITARY SEES DANGERS IN NORTH'S ACTIONS 

By Harry G. Summers Jr. 
When Marine Lt. Col. Oliver L. North 

emerged as a national hero after his first 
week of testimony on Capitol Hill, it proved 
only one thing: Ask the wrong questions, 
and you get the wrong answers. 

It was also obvious that the congressional 
committees' high-priced lawyers, steeped in 
the amoral traditions of the American legal 
profession, have an educated incapacity to 
ask the right questions. They obviously 
know nothing of the American military or 
the principles of duty, integrity and loyalty 
that are central to it. As a result, North was 
able to portray himself as the very embodi
ment of a patriotic American Marine. 

It might have been a different story if 
those asking the questions had known what 
they were talking about. Consider, for ex
ample, what might have transpired if 
North's interrogator had been a Marine 
gunnery sergeant who had survived the 
bombing of the Marine barracks at the 
Beirut airport in 1984. "Col. North," he 
might have asked, "as you know, a military 
officer's loyalty is not only to his superiors, 
it is also to his contemporaries and especial
ly to his subordinates, who look to him to 
stand up for their interests. That being the 
case, how could you consider selling arms to 
the very Iranians who paid $1 million to the 
Lebanese terrorists who killed more than 
200 of my buddies-and your fellow Ma-
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rines-in the bombing of our barracks in 
Beirut?" 

Or consider if his questioner had been a 
tank platoon leader from the Army's 24th 
Infantry Division at Ft. Stewart, Ga., whose 
mission it is to intervene in Iran if American 
interests there are threatened: "Can you tell 
me how I explain to the young soldiers in 
my platoon that if we have to go into battle 
in Iran they might well be killed by the 
TOW anti-tank missiles that you sent to the 
Iranians?" 

Perhaps the congressional committee 
could have brought in a contra guerrilla 
fighter: "Senor North, I want first to thank 
you for your efforts to get supplies to us 
while U.S. aid was cut off. But there is one 
thing that I don't understand. Believing in 
democracy, I fought with the Sandinistas 
against the Somoza military dictatorship. 
And when they, too, imposed a military dic
tatorship under Commandante Ortega, I 
again took to the hills to fight for the prin
ciples of democracy. But now I find that 
you, too, have betrayed democracy in the 
name of fighting for democracy. If we aban
don our principles, how then do we differ 
from our enemies who insist that the ends 
justify the means?" 

The committee could have sent down the 
road to Quantico, Va., and got one of the 
students from the Marine Command and 
Staff College to ask the questions: "You 
said that you would stand on your head in 
the corner if the President told you to. But 
such blind obedience to orders flies in the 
face of what we're being taught at Quan
tico. As you are well aware, in the American 
military tradition 'just obeying orders' has 
never been an excuse for an illegal action. 
While a private may not know better-and 
even that is not an excuse-an officer has a 
duty to refuse an illegal order. Where then 
would you draw the line? With shooting 
prisoners? With violating other laws of war? 
Or subverting the Constitution that you 
took a solemn oath to defend?" 

That last question strikes at the heart of 
the matter. One of the main tenets of Amer
ican democracy has been the subordination 
of the military to civilian control, so the 
current canonization of Lt. Col. North can 
have dangerous consequences. 

The framers of the Constitution, 23 of 
whom had served as soldiers in the Revolu
tionary War, wrote specific safeguards into 
the Constitution. The American military 
would be an instrument of the American 
people rather than of the President. Con
gress-its members the elected representa
tives of the people-was given exclusive 
power to raise the military, commit it to war 
and make rules for its governance. 

While the President was named command
er in chief and had operational command of 
the military, an officer's oath of office was 
pledged to the Constitution. Thus an offi
cer's loyalty was not only to the President, 
it was also to Congress. Military officers are 
legally bound to obey the laws enacted by 
that Congress; they are honor-bound by 
their oath as well. 

Abandoning that tradition in the name of 
expediency can spell disaster. Now the right 
of the political spectrum applauds North's 
stance in the name of the "higher principle" 
or anti-communism in Central America. But 
a decade or so ago it was the left of the 
spectrum that was calling on the military to 
disregard the orders of its civilian superiors 
and refuse to serve in Vietnam. 

Tampering with civilian control of the 
military by the President or Congress is a 
slippery slope indeed, for at the bottom of 
that slope is military dictatorship. 
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Wittingly or not, tampering with those 

controls is precisely what North was doing. 
Ironically, the military sees the dangers in 
his actions more clearly than do many civil
ians. North may be a national hero to many 
Americans, but he assuredly is not to most 
of his fellow military officers. 

LEGISLATION MAKING THE 
SALE OF STEROIDS WITHOUT 
A PRESCRIPTION A FELONY 

HON. RICHARD H. BAKER 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, today I have intro

duced legislation that would change the sale 
of steroids without a prescription from a mis
demeanor crime to a felony. 

There is a major problem today with people 
abusing steroids. This form of drug abuse is 
no less serious than any other, however, it 
seems to be overlooked by many people. Per
haps this is because steroids are used to pro
mote athletic abilities rather than some other 
reason. 

Most people see the steroid use as a way 
to increase the weight they can lift or to be 
better football players or to obtain improved 
muscle definition. However, the use of ster
oids is no less serious than any other form of 
drug abuse. 

It is time that we recognize the seriousness 
of steroid abuse. The athlete who uses ster
oids needs to recognize that there are very 
real risks associated with using steroids. By 
using these drugs, there may be a short-term 
benefit in increased ability, but in the long 
term the risks can be very serious. 

From some of the research that is just 
being started on the use of steroids, it now is 
becoming evident that athletes on steroids 
may be using the drugs for longer periods of 
time and in increasing amounts. Nobody 
knows what the effects of this trend will be on 
athletes. 

Another trend is that more and more of our 
young people are using steroids. In the past, it 
was only competitive weight lifters, body build
ers, and football players who used these po
tentially dangerous drugs. A recent segment 
on the ABC news program 20/20 focused at
tention on the large number of high school 
students in Florida who use steroids. Often 
many of these young people do not realize 
the potential dangers of long-term, heavy use 
of these drugs. Medical researchers in this 
country do not know what the long-term con
sequences of steroids use is. However, there 
are some indications that changes in person
ality, kidney problems, ulcers, and heart diffi
culties are among the effects of steroid use. 
These are not minor consequences that 
should be ignored. 

For that reason, I am glad to see that the 
Federal Drug Administration [FDA] is begin
ning to prosecute people involved in the illegal 
sales of steroids. The knowledge that there 
will be prosecution of those involved in the il
legal sales of steroids will help to reduce the 
trade. But while criminal prosecution of people 
illegally selling steroids is an important first 
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step, the major task that we are facing is one 
of educating people on the dangers of ster
oids. Ultimately this is the only way that any 
form of drug abuse can be successfully cur
tailed. 

H.R.-
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That <a> 
section 303(b) of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 333(b)) is 
amended-

< l> by striking out "or commits" and in
serting in lieu thereof "commits", and 

(2) by inserting before "such person" the 
following: "or commits such a violation by 
dispensing, in violation of the requirements 
of section 503(b)(l), an anabolic steroid,". 

(b) The amendments made by subsection 
<a> shall take effect upon the expiration of 
180 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT 

HON. SAM GIBBONS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, last week the 

President of the World Bank, Barber Conable, 
delivered an important speech on trade and 
development to the United Nations Confer
ence on Trade and Development [UNCTAD] 
in Geneva. As my colleagues well know, 
Barber served for 20 years in this body and 
was the ranking minority member on the Com
mittee on Ways and Means where he served 
with distinction and was a leader in tax and 
trade policy. 

I believe his remarks to UNCTAD, an orga
nization concentrating on trade in the develop
ing world, are significant. It comes at a time 
when Congress is debating omnibus trade leg
islation and when our trade negotiators are 
meeting with their foreign counterparts in the 
Uruguay round or GATT negotiations. A key 
conclusion he reaches is that trade liberaliza
tion and expanded commerce are crucial not 
only to the prosperity of the developing world, 
but also to global economic growth. He em
phasizes that trade liberalization is vital to re
store creditworthiness of developing countries 
and to attract adequate capital for their devel
opment. The Uruguay GA TT round, therefore, 
will play a significant role in keeping markets 
open, reforming distorted world agricultural 
trade and integrating developed and develop
ing nations fully into the world trade system. 

Mr. Speaker, I am glad to share his speech 
with my colleagues and urge all Members to 
read and consider it. I ask that it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The speech follows: 
THE WORLD BANK AND INTERNATIONAL 

FINANCE CORPORATION 

<By Barber B. Conable, President> 
It is a privilege to have a part in the im

portant work of the United Nations Confer
ence on Trade and Development. You have 
a demanding agenda, and I very much ap
preciate the opportunity to contribute to 
your deliberations at their start. 

UNCTAD's seventh session comes at a 
crucial Juncture for the world economy-a 
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period when, by decision or by default, the 
nations represented here will set a course 
either toward renewed global growth or 
toward stagnation and eventual recession. 
Those are the choices. 

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS AND FUTURE OUTLOOK 

We must acknowledge the gravity of the 
current situation and the strength of the 
forces that threaten to undo the hard-won 
progress of the past. 

Stuttering growth, volatile currencies, 
high real interest rates, heavy debt loads, 
depressed commodity prices, rising trade 
barriers and outsize payments imbalances 
have acted in destructive combination not 
just to slow earlier rates of advance, but ac
tually to erode many previous gains by de
veloping societies. 

We face a bleak prospect: one of danger
ously slow growth in the developed nations 
and further regression in the developing 
world. 

The World Bank's recently issued World 
Development Report for 1987 documents 
the faltering economic recovery of the past 
two years and the case for prompt, sweeping 
changes. 

Without coordinated international action 
to reform prevailing fiscal, monetary, credit 
and commercial policies, it is clear that per 
capita income, consumption, imports and in
vestment in most developing nations in 1990 
will be ominously below the marks set 10 
and 25 years earlier. 

Such setbacks would be a disaster. There 
is no other word for the effects of cutting 
per capita consumption in sub-Saharan 
Africa below its 1965 level and of reducing 
per capita investment in the highly-indebt
ed middle-income countries to 60 percent of 
what it was in 1980. In many countries, cap
ital stock is now deteriorating. 

But the disaster-the hopes and human 
potential wasted-would not stop at the 
frontiers of the suffering nations. If their 
progress is strangled, the developed econo
mies will also feel the pain in lost overseas 
sales, lost domestic growth. 

We can already measure a portion of the 
cost that recession exacts. Between 1980 and 
1985 imports by the highly-indebted middle
income countries dropped by one-third, 
from $165 to $110 billion annually. If, in
stead, their purchases from abroad had 
grown at a modest annual rate of 6 percent, 
the value would have reached $220 billion 
by 1985. 

The difference must be calculated not 
only in the $110 billion of sales the devel
oped nations did not make, but also in the 
jobs that North Americans, Europeans, Jap
anese and others did not find, in the tax 
revenues their earnings did not generate. 

That missing $110 billion also embraces 
the construction equipment that never build 
roads or homes or sewage systems in the 
Third World, the medicines no one distrib
uted in rural health clinics, the textbooks 
no students opened and the fertilizers and 
hybrid strains no farmers employed to raise 
their output. 

Under the pressure of heavy interest pay
ments, the group of highly-indebted nations 
made a dramatic push into world markets 
for manufactured exports. As they simul
taneoulsy cut back heavily on purchases 
from abroad, they turned a collective nega
tive trade balance of $10 billion in 1980 in to 
a surplus of about $15 billion in 1986 ... a 
tremendous achievement. This surplus 
would have been still much larger if oil 
prices had not declined sharply last year. 

The turnaround came, however, during a 
period of collapsing prices for primary com-
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modity exports. Even with some signs of 
current improvement in those prices, the 
best forecasts show the 1987 index for 33 
leading commodities to be at about 1986 
levels and far below those of 1980. 

In the face of such trends, the developing 
countries' improved trade performance gen
erally failed to lighten their debt burdens. 
Too often, debt service obligations swal
lowed rising percentages of their export 
earnings. 

PROGRESS ON STRUCTURAL ADJUSTMENT 

Out of these and other similarly disheart
ening experiences, one encouraging change 
has begun to reshape parts of the develop
ing world. 

Country after country is beginning to 
move away from rigid, closed and inefficient 
economic systems toward freer, more open 
markets and fewer price-distorting internal 
subsidies. 

We can see this happening in Africa, Asia, 
and in Latin America. Economic reforms in 
Nigeria have restored fiscal discipline and 
encouraged exports, thus reducing the de
pendence on oil. In China, enterprises are 
being encouraged to compete, incentives to 
farmers have been improved, and opportuni
ties of international trade are being tapped 
more fully. Mexico is fighting macroeco
nomic imbalances while improving the func
tioning of public enterprises and initiating 
trade policy reforms. Similar stories can be 
told from other parts of the developing 
world. 

This is a course born of necessity-in some 
cases, of desperation. Nevertheless, the 
process of structural adjustment, which the 
World Bank as a lender and counselor has 
supported and will continue to support vig
orously, is a crucial force for improvement. 
As adjustment programs redirect nations 
toward more efficiency, they also help make 
them stronger international competitors 
and better credit risks. 

But the process of adjustment can impose 
heavy social costs on fragile societies. Tangi
ble results and perceptible speed are neces
sary to avoid economic stagnation and polit
ical upheaval. I believe all of us now are 
more cognizant of the need to protect the 
poor during the adjustment period, and the 
World Bank's programs increasingly take 
this into account. 

The process of adjustment is far from 
complete. Its success is far from assured. 
Nevertheless, the boldness of those nations' 
leaders and the patience of their afflicted 
peoples should serve as examples to all pol
icymakers-and especially to the leaders of 
wealthier societies. 

For success, now in the balance, also de
pends on the willingness and political re
solve of the industrial nations to adjust 
their own practices to the reality of global 
interdependence. 

They need to take concerted action to 
assure significant, steady, non-inflationary 
expansion of economic activity. They need 
to reverse decisively the rising tide of pro
tectionism in their economies. They need to 
undertake urgent and imaginative actions to 
lighten debt service burdens in the develop
ing world, particularly in the most dis
tressed countries. And they need to provide 
substantial new flows of external capital to 
borrowers working their way back through 
reform to stability and growth. 

There is no viable alternative to adjust
ment. But adjustment is a two-way street. 
In circumstances as demanding as today's 
economic crisis, all nations-developed and 
developing alike-must recognize their 
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common interest in mounting and maintain
ing a coordinated and vigorous response. 
The duty to act, to change, is one they owe 
to themselves and to each other. 

TRADE REFORMS 

This duty is certainly applicable to the 
diplomatic struggle now getting underway 
here in Geneva: the struggle for freer world 
trade. 

We are in danger of losing a contest to the 
self-defeating forces of protectionism. Ele
vated tariffs, defensive quotas, inefficient 
subsidies to farmers and to agricultural ex
ports and a maze of non-tariff barriers are 
depriving the world community of the gains 
to be had from enhanced global integration. 

Particularly in the developed world, na
tions are increasingly shielding non-com
petitive sectors from the rigorous logic of 
free trade. Too many of these supposedly 
temporary fortifications, instead of provid
ing relief during a process of adjustment 
and rebuilding, are becoming permanent 
refuges for powerful political interests un
willing to face new risks. 

In agricultural trade, for instance, the 
OECD Ministers have done well at their 
most recent meeting to recognize that "ex
cessive support policies entail an increasing 
distortion of competition on world markets, 
run counter to the principle of comparative 
advantage ... and severely damage the situ
ation of many developing countries." 

The Ministers' forthright commitment to 
"a concerted reform of agricultural policies" 
should have been amplified, not just sum
marized by the Venice Summit. But the 
most important test of the resolve to change 
will come during the Uruguay Round. 

The United States, the European Commu
nity and Japan together have been allocat
ing over $60 billion of their recent budgets 
each year to price supports, production con
trols and export subsidies. 

Their policies not only cost producers in 
developing nations sales at home and 
abroad. These practices often entail the 
very market restrictions that the developing 
countries are urged to reform. Advice will 
not be credible until it is followed at home 
by those who offer it most ardently abroad. 

After 25 postwar years of progressive 
trade liberalization, with notable exceptions 
in textiles and agriculture, the industrial 
countries have also become more protection
ist in other sectors. 

They now have non-tariff restrictions on 
20 percent of their 1985 imports and main
tain tariff rates above 10 percent ad valorem 
on 10 percent of imports. 

Even with the advances of the Kennedy 
and Tokyo Rounds, tariff burdens on devel
oping countries' exports to the United 
States, the European Community and Japan 
remained higher than those on goods those 
buyers imported from each other. 

While Third World nations invested in be
coming processors of their raw materials for 
export, their wealthy trade partners penal
ized those efforts by keeping duties on semi
manufactured imports higher than on pri
mary commodities. 

The developed world cannot expect suc
cess in preaching free trade as long as it 
practices such obvious protectionism. There 
is a serious risk that increased protection by 
the industrial nations will set back economic 
development for many years and inflict un
necessary suffering on some of the poorest 
people in the world. 

Yet the fundamental truth · that open 
markets spur efficient production and ex
panding prosperity is as sound today as it 
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was 200 or 40 years ago, in Adam Smith's 
era and at the inception of the GATT. 

Much supporting evidence on the benefits 
of participating in international competition 
can be found in the 1987 World Develop
ment Report and its study of the economic 
performance of 41 developing countries over 
the years 1963 to 1985. The Report exam
ines the many factors that made those na
tions' policies more or less oriented to exter
nal forces, to global demand and competi
tion. It generally shows that the more a de
veloping economy exposed itself to the 
world and adjusted to outside forces, the 
more it prospered. 

The most outward-oriented developing 
economies have tended to increase GNP, 
real per capita income, savings rates and 
employment in manufacturing at rates 
above those of most nations which sought 
to insulate themselves from global competi
tion. 

Some of those advances, of course, took 
their momentum and opportunity from the 
Tokyo Round. Now that the Uruguay 
Round is opening, it is fair to ask how much 
the process of adjusting to global competi
tion should wait on the outcome of negotia
tions. 

My answer is that this adjustment cannot 
wait. Debt service burdens dictate export 
expansion, and competition in freer markets 
is a strong force for efficient growth. Trade 
liberalization, therefore, becomes a critical 
centerpiece in the effort to restore credit
worthiness of developing countries and to 
attract once again adquate capital flows for 
their development. 

I am not saying that freer trade alone can 
overcome the obstacles to global economic 
recovery. It cannot. Expanding trade is only 
one of the essentials of progress, one of the 
engines of growth. It is not a single cure-all. 
There is no such remedy. 

The Uruguay Round, however, provides a 
vital impetus, not just for talk, but for 
action. It will be the political testing ground 
of the developed and developing nations' 
ability to identify and act on a great 
common interest and to build an effective 
mechanism for speeding, increasing and im
proving the discipline of world commerce. 

CAPITAL TRANSFERS AND DEBT 

Trade liberalization is crucial to successful 
development efforts in all developing coun
tries. But trade-especially in the short 
term-is not a substitute for adequate flows 
of resources to help finance adjustment, in
vestment, growth and poverty alleviation. 
Even a rudimentary analysis of resource 
flows to developing countries in recent years 
shows that they have been far from ade
quate. Measured in 1985 prices and ex
change rates, such flows in 1986 were little 
more than half their total in 1980. The 
drop-off in private flows, particularly from 
the commercial bank sector, has been espe
cially severe. Total private flows in 1980 
were about $66 billion <in current dollars>: 
in 1986 they were only about $26 billion 
<again in current dollars and provisional 
numbers>. These trends in external financ
ing are completely antithetical to what is re
quired, namely, a very substantial increase 
in the net flow of financial resources to de
veloping countries. 

Many of the heavily-indebted countries 
have become net exporters of capital to the 
industrialized creditor countries, at a time 
when they urgently need to expand their 
own domestic investment. In recent years 
Brazil, Mexico, Nigeria and Venezuela have 
figured prominently in this category, but 
they certainly are not alone. For most 
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middle-income countries, net new financing 
from private sources has been extremely 
scarce. 

Multilateral institutions cannot by them
selves compensate for the severe shortfall 
from private sources, although net disburse
ments from the World Bank to the heavily
indebted middle-income countries increased 
by 50 percent in the past year. The Bank 
has already done much-and continues to 
do so. We are ready to take on even greater 
responsibilities and risks. We shall soon be 
seeking a substantial general capital in
crease to permit further growth in the 
Bank's lending program to these and other 
borrowers. 

Commercial banks, export credit agencies 
and private direct investment all have a sig
nificant role to play in complementing in
creases in domestic resource generation. 
With the support of our major sharehold
ers, the Bank, the IFC and MIGA will play 
an increasingly active role in helping
through cofinancing and additional innova
tive financial techniques-to increase the 
net flow of resources from private sources, 
including an increase in equity investments. 

For the low-income countries, the re
source scarcity is also well known to this au
dience. Recent OECD/DAC statistics sug
gest that, when measured in 1985 prices and 
exchange rates, official development assist
ance from all sources fell in 1986 <to about 
$36.6 billion>. Concessional flows in 1986 
were thus barely above 1980 levels in real 
terms-despite the increased needs of virtu
ally all recipient countries. We are pleased 
that agreement was reached earlier this 
year on the IDA 8 replenishment of $12.4 
billion, and we urge its ratification by all 
contributing countries as soon as possible. 
Increases in both bilateral and multilateral 
assistance are essential if adjustment and 
growth programs are to be sustained in low
income countries. I urge donor governments 
once again to do everything in their power 
to increase the flows of concessional fi
nance. 

For example, today in Paris the Bank and 
Fund are hosting an informal gathering of 
donors and creditors to consider additional 
measures urgently needed to alleviate the 
problems of the most heavily-indebted poor
est countries undertaking adjustment pro
grams, especially those in sub-Saharan 
Africa. This is just the first of a series of 
meetings designed to gain support for a spe
cial three-year program of debt relief and 
growth-oriented import financing needed 
for a dozen such countries. 

TOW ARD RENEWED GLOBAL GROWTH 

I return to the theme of the requirements 
for renewed global growth. Such growth re
quires further adjustment by developing na
tions. This they must do in their own self
interest. But, above all, it requires action by 
industrialized country governments. Actions 
on adjustment, trade and resource flows are 
vital steps which are needed to strengthen 
their own economies and those of the rest of 
the world. Such actions are complementary. 
Adjustment reforms and improved trading 
prospects will not contribute fully to the re
sumption of growth in the developing world 
without concommitant increases in the net 
external resources available to developing 
countries, particularly the most heavily-in
debted and poorest among them. 

These initiatives can combine to move the 
world back from the brink of a deep reces
sion onto a steady course toward renewed 
growth. That shift calls for steadfast cour
age in dangerous times, from prompt and 
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sustained action in each country's self-inter
est and in the common interest. 

There can be no doubt about the meas
ures required to complement the continuing 
and fundamental adjustment effort of the 
developing countries. In concluding, I em
phasize the urgency of these actions: 

Progressive budget deficit reductions by 
the United States; 

Determined stimulus to sustainable 
growth by surplus economies in Europe and 
Asia consistent with continued containment 
of inflation; 

CUrrency stabilization by the powerful; 
Innovative debt relief for the most dis

tressed countries and substantial new cap
ital flows from public and private sources; 
and 

Trade liberalization around the globe. 
Only by moving on all these fronts togeth

er-without one group holding back and 
waiting for others to act first, with each car
rying its portion of the cost-can rich and 
poor alike hope to regain the economic mo
mentum the world knew in past decades. 
Only joint, shared and persevering action 
can redeem the hopes of development and 
social progress kindled in the past. 

I believe that this session of UNCT AD can 
help spur that action toward revitalizing de
velopment, growth and international trade. 

Your work is of great importance. I hope 
for its success. 

Thank you. 

TRIBUTE TO LESLIE H. ARPS 

HON.THOMASJ.DOWNEY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. DOWNEY of New York. Mr. Speaker, I 

am delighted to pay tribute to and offer best 
wishes to Leslie H. Arps, a founding partner of 
the law firm of Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher 
& Flom, on the occasion of Mr. Arps' 80th 
birthday today. 

The law firm cofounded by Mr. Arps with 
two colleagues almost 40 years ago has 
grown to be the largest law firm in New York 
City and the Nation, having New York City as 
its base with over 700 attorneys located there 
and in six other cities throughout the country. 
Over the last few decades it has risen rapidly 
in prominence to a position of preeminence 
not only in size but in its standards of excel
lence and professionalism. 

The firm's ascendancy is a tribute to the 
vision and dedication of the founders of the 
firm, including Mr. Arps. During his 40 years 
as a senior partner, Mr. Arps gave the firm 
leadership and direction as a public servant 
and a private practitioner, always aiming for 
and achieving the highest standard of profes
sional excellence and integrity. 

Leslie H. Arps was born July 14, 1907. His 
father, George F. Arps, a noted educator, was 
dean of the Graduate School at the Ohio 
State University. Upon graduation from high 
school, Mr. Arps attended the Ohio State Uni
versity for 3 years and then transferred to 
Stanford University where he was elected to 
Phi Beta Kappa and received his A.B. degree 
in 1928. He obtained his LLB from Harvard 
Law School in 1931, serving as a member of 
the Legal Aid Bureau. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
On October 1, 1931, Mr. Arps became an 

associate at Root, Clark, Buckner & Ballantine 
where he specialized in litigation. While at 
Root, Clark, he worked for a number of years 
as an assistant to John M. Harlan, who later 
became a justice of the U.S. Supreme Court. 
From the outset of his career, Mr. Arps 
learned the importance of hard work and pro
fessional integrity. 

In the spring of 1942, Mr. Arps enlisted in 
the U.S. Army and was sent to Fort Jackson 
for basic training. In the summer of 1942, 
however, Harlan informed Mr. Arps, then a 
sergeant, that the U.S. Army Air Forces was 
going to form an Operations Analysis Section 
[OAS] modeled after the British Royal Air 
Force Operations Research Section, and 
asked Mr. Arps to join the section as his as
sistant. Mr. Arps was commissioned a major 
and joined Harlan in England, where from Oc
tober 1942 through August 1944, they acted 
as liaison between the U.S. Military Command 
and a staff of approximately 50 leading United 
States civilian scientists. 

During this period Mr. Harlan was asked by 
Generals Arnold and Spaatz to make a study 
of how the separation of the British Air Force 
from the British Army was accomplished. 
Before and during World War I the British Air 
Force was a part of the British Army. Shortly 
after World War I the British Parliament sepa
rated the Air Force from the British Army and 
created it as an independent branch of the 
British military service. The separation was ac
complished after careful study and after a 
great deal of effort on the part of the mem
bers of the British Air Force. 

Mr. Arps played a major role in the process 
of reviewing all the relevant papers, tran
scripts of the parliamentary debates, inter
viewing many of the persons directly involved 
in the separation including Lord Trenchard, 
and drafting a report. The results were em
bodied in a "Memorandum Concerning the 
Creation of the Air Ministry and the Royal Air 
Force as a Separate Branch of the British Mili
tary Service," dated May 1, 1944. This memo
randum was one of the many used in making 
the U.S. Air Force a separate and independ
ent branch of the U.S. military service. 

After the war Mr. Arps cofounded the Skad
den, Arps firm in New York and continued his 
service to the country and the bar. He served 
as assistant chief counsel to the New York 
State Crime Commission during its investiga
tion of the crime activity of the waterfront in 
the Port of New York, and was a recipient of 
an award of the New York State Crime Com
mission for his performance in said investiga
tion. Thereafter, he was associate general 
counsel to the New York State Commission to 
Study, Examine and Investigate State Agen
cies in Relation to Parimutuel Harness Racing 
and a consultant to New York State's More
land Commission on the alcoholic beverage 
control law. He also served as chairman of 
the Executive Committee of the Association of 
the Bar of the City of New York. 

For the achievements, and the leadership 
and inspiration he has given to countless 
young lawyers, we honor Leslie H. Arps on his 
80th birthday, and wish him continued suc
cess in his career. And although Mr. Arps has 
had many distinguished law partners over the 
years, one "partner" deserves special recog-
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nition on this occasion. Ruth Arps, Les's de
voted wife and constant companion for over 
25 years, has with Les helped inspire a host 
of young men and women. Her grace and 
guidance is inseparably bound up in the love 
and respect his colleagues have for Leslie 
Arps. 

AMENDMENTS TO THE CLEAN 
AIR ACT 

HON. DAN COATS 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. COATS. Mr. Speaker, last week, the 

House Subcommittee on Health and the Envi
ronment held 2 days of hearings on proposed 
amendments to the Clean Air Act. Once 
again, we heard from a variety of knowledgea
ble and well-meaning experts who offered 
conflicting evidence and conclusions as to the 
effects of acid deposition on our environment. 

We did not, however, hear from witnesses 
representing the National Acid Precipitation 
Assessment Program who, earlier this month, 
released some important preliminary findings 
from their extensive acid rain research. Sever
al of these findings cast new doubts on many 
of the assumptions proponents of acid rain 
legislation oftentimes state as fact. 

I would like to share with my colleagues 
some of these interim findings and urge their 
examination of the NAPAP report in its entire
ty. I believe you will come away, as I did, with 
the ·feeling that the record simply does not 
justify the drastic emission reductions con
tained in H.R. 2666, the Acid Deposition Con
trol Act of 1987. 

The NAPAP report states that man-made 
emissions of sulfur dioxide in the United 
States have decreased 28 percent since 
1973. Electric utility emissions are down 1 O 
percent since 1975 while coal consumption 
has increased 70 percent in the same period. 
The NAPAP report concludes by saying: 

The Clean Air Act has been a factor in re
ducing sulfur dioxide emission nationally 
and particularly in the northeastern States. 

The new source performance standards 
promulgated by EPA in compliance with the 
current Clean Air Act will further serve to de
crease sulfur dioxide emissions, the report 
says. Some 94 percent of utility sector emis
sions come from older plants which, when re
tired or repowered, will come under strict 
NSPS guidelines. 

The NAPAP interim findings reveal no corre
lation between acid rain and the yields of agri
cultural crops. In fact, the report suggests 
"acidic deposition at present level may have a 
modest benefit to cropland by providing nitro
gen and sulfur" to the soil. Similarly, the 
report states that the gaseous precursors of 
acid rain "have no impact" on regional scale 
crop yield. 

The same can be said about our forests 
which, heretofore, were pictured as imminently 
threatened by acid rain. Controlled experi
ments exposing seedlings to varying levels of 
acid rain revealed no detectably negative 
effect. Because seedlings are more sensitive 
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than mature trees, the NAPAP report con
cludes "forests are probably relatively unaf
fected by ambient acidity in rain." 

And what of our lakes and streams? The 
NAPAP report indicated there was no evi
dence of regional scale acidification in West
ern lakes even though they generally have 
characteristics which make them more vulner
able to acidity. In the East, while the report in
dicated a strong link between acid rain and 
acidified lakes, research has shown the impor
tance of individual watershed characteristics. 

There's an important point here. Research 
which, in 1980, the Congress chose to en
courage through the National Acid Precipita
tion Assessment Program, is bearing fruit. We 
now know a lot more about acid deposition 
that we did 7 years ago. And we'll know even 
more in 3 years when NAPAP issues its final 
report. 

We need not rush headlong into an expen
sive, punitive program embodied in H.R. 2666. 
There is no ecological disaster out there wait
ing to happen. 

Instead, let's allow the research which the 
Congress asked for to be completed so the 
decisions we ultimately do make are premised 
not on politics, but on science. 

DR. VOLVOVSKY AND FAMILY
SOVIET LEADERS SHOULD RE
SPECT THEIR RIGHT TO EMI
GRATE 

HON. TOM LANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

express my deep concern regarding Dr. Ari 
Volvovsky and his family. Dr. Volvovsky is a 
computer scientist from Moscow who has ap
plied for emigration to Israel repeatedly, but 
has been denied every time. 

Dr. Volvovsky first applied for permission to 
emigrate in 1975, after which he lost his job 
as a senior researcher at the Institute of Auto
mation and Mechanization in the Oil and Gas 
Industry in Moscow. He became a Hebrew 
teacher because he was unable to secure an
other job within his profession. Harassment of 
Dr. Volvovsky and his students followed, text
books were stolen, homes were searched, 
Ari's property was illegally seized, he was 
threatened with arrest, and subsequently or
dered to relocate to Gorky. Several of Ari's 
colleagues were compelled to testify against 
him after he was charged with "anti-Soviet ac
tivities" in 1985. 

Although the Chicago Action for Soviet 
Jewry supplied lawyers for his defense and 
many family members attended the trial, Dr. 
Ari Volvovsky was convicted and sentenced to 
3 years imprisonment in a Soviet labor camp 
in Gorky. Dr. Volvovsky has been imprisoned 
ever since, and as a result, his health is dete
riorating rapidly. His wife, Mila, is continually 
harassed by the KGB for her desire to visit 
her husband. If she decides to make the 5-
day trip to visit her husband, she is in danger 
of losing her job. Because of this tremendous 
strain, Mila suffers from insomnia and is on 
the verge of mental breakdown. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Mr. Speaker, the right to emigrate is guaran

teed by several international accords, some of 
which have been signed by the Soviet Union. 
The denial of the Soviet Union to let Dr. Vol
vovsky and his family emigrate to the country 
of their choice violates specifically the Univer
sal Declaration of Human Rights. Dr. Vol
vovsky's denial is based upon his teaching of 
Hebrew, not any real security interests. 

Recently, the Soviet Union has tried to con
vince the world that they respect human 
rights, but I cannot be convinced of this as 
long as people within the Soviet are treated 
similar to that of Dr. Volvovsky. I think that if 
the Soviet Union is serious about their new 
policy of Glasnost, that they should demon
strate it by freeing Dr. Volvovsky, and letting 
he and his family emigrate to Israel. 

Mr. Speaker, it is essential that the Ameri
can people are aware of the human rights 
abuses that exist within the Soviet Union, so 
that positive steps may be taken to secure the 
release of Dr. Volvovsky and the countless 
others who share his desire to emigrate to the 
free world. 

NUCLEAR NATO: IRVING 
KRISTOL'S VIEW 

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, there is a grow

ing debate in our Nation-and among our 
allies-over the future of the Western alliance. 
No one has brought to that debate more in
sight and no one has asked better questions 
than the distinguished American author and 
professor, Irving Kristal. You do not have to 
agree with Mr. Kristal's views in order to ap
preciate the clarity and the forcefulness of his 
thinking. I believe he has helped to set part of 
the agenda in this debate and we should pay 
attention to what he says. 

At this point I wish to insert in the RECORD, 
"Nuclear NATO: A Moment of Truth", by 
Irving Kristol, in the Wall Street Journal, July 
9, 1987. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, July 9, 
1987] 

NUCLEAR NATO: A MOMENT OF TRUTH 
<By Irving Kriston 

One of the more pernicious phrases that 
has gained currency in recent years is "the 
arms-control process." Note that word 
"process." There seems to be an overwhelm
ing consensus, both in the U.S. and Western 
Europe, that whatever the difficulties en
countered in specific arms-control negotia
tions, such negotiations are an intergral 
part of some metaphysical process and that 
it is terribly important this process contin
ue. Toward what end? 

Well, the unstated-or at least rarely 
stated-hope is that anns-control negotia
tions in and of themselves will lead to 
"better understanding," a climate of greater 
civility, a dispelling of mutual suspicions, 
and eventually a radical reduction in the 
risk of war. This is, of course, a wishful fan
tasy. We have had a century of experience 
with arms-control negotiations and they 
have done absolutely nothing to avoid or 
even mitigate conflicts among nations. Such 

July 14, 1987 
conflicts arise from a clash of strategic in
terests, nationalist ambitions or aggressive 
ideologies. Nations will not accept-or at 
least not aceept for long-a level of arma
ments that hinders the pursuit of goals they 
deem important. 

NEGOTIATING CIVILIZED WARFARE 

If there is no such thing as an arms-con
trol process, there is, however, such a thing 
as substantive arms-control negotiations. 
Such negotiations do not diminish the risks 
of war, but they may, if successfully con
cluded, establish a definition of "civilized" 
warfare, involving the non-use of various 
kinds of weapons. Thus we have had suc
cessful anns-control negotiations on bacte
rial warfare and certain kinds of chemical 
warfare, with treaties preventing their first 
use. It is important to realize, nevertheless, 
that such treaties are not self-enforcing. In 
all cases, the parties to the treaty are free 
to arm themselves with a minimum of such 
weapons, so as to preserve a second-strike 
capability should a violation occur. It is this 
second-strike capability that serves as a de
terrent, not the treaty itself. And it is the 
first use of those weapons that is prohibit
ed, not the existence of the weapons them
selves-this latter prohibition being regarded 
as unrealistic because it is unenforceable. 

In short, an anns-control negotiation 
makes sense when it focuses on the first use 
of a particular weapon or category of weap
ons. Efforts to define relative numerical 
limits may be useful in that context, but 
they are of secondary, not primary, impor
tance. It is the failure to perceive this dis
tinction and to take it seriously that is cre
ating such extraordinary confusion around 
our current negotiations with the Soviets 
over the partial "de-nuclearization" of both 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and 
Soviet forces in Europe. 

Most proponents of that mythical anns
control process are naturally pleased with 
the progress of such negotiations, since they 
are convinced that the removal of interme
diate-range missiles from the European 
front, followed perhaps by a further reduc
tion <or even removal) of shorter-range mis
siles, would lessen the probability not only 
of nuclear war, but of war itself. They may 
well be right on the first point, but are cer
tainly utopian about the second. Indeed, it 
is this very prospect of a shift in probabil
ities from nuclear to conventional warfare 
that is giving rise to so much alarm and con
troversy. 

One need have little sympathy with the 
anxiety of our Western European allies over 
the fact that Mr. Gorbachev has suddenly 
become "reasonable" about anns-control ne
gotiations at the nuclear level. These coun
tries are the ones that have placed the 
greatest emphasis on the anns-control proc
ess, and have even intermittently insinuated 
that the Reagan administration was not as 
enthusiastic about this process as it should 
have been. They are the ones, too, that 
made the original commitment to withdraw 
NATO's medium-range missiles if the Sovi
ets would do likewise. Now they are very un
comfortable as they face, more nakedly, the 
massive Soviet superiority at the conven
tional level. But, in politics as in personal 
affairs, there are times when one has to 
take "yes" for an answer. 

The same is true, one has to note sadly, 
for those American conservative strategists 
who, properly suspicious of the arms-control 
process, are equally suspicious of any agree
ment that emerges out of this process. 
They, too, note that any step toward denu-
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clearizing NATO serves only to emphasize 
conventional-level Soviet superiority. Unfor
tunately, after publicly insisting for a 
decade that we had to install those medium
range missiles in order to get the Soviets to 
remove theirs, they cannot suddenly insist 
that, in retrospect, the installation of those 
missiles was a good idea in its own right, and 
that we should not remove our missiles until 
the Soviets reduce their conventional 
forces-which the Soviets clearly have no 
intention of doing. Here, again, it is a case 
of having to take "yes" for an answer. 

But is it such a bad thing, in this instance, 
to have to take "yes" for an answer? In the 
end, it all depends on one's view of the role 
of nuclear weapons in modern warfare, and 
particularly their role in the defense of 
Western Europe. 

Would we make such a commitment 
today? One very much doubts it. The situa
tion has changed, after all. The Soviets are 
now our equal <at the least> in nuclear 
weaponry, so we would be committing our
selves to mutual assured destruction-in 
other words, to national suicide. As Charles 
de Gaulle tartly observed when France re
fused to join NATO, nations never do 
commit suicide for the sake of other na
tions. The American nuclear "umbrella" is 
now more fictional than real. It is really un
thinkable that we should precipitate a nu
clear exchange with the Soviets-or an ex
change at any level, since escalation is so in
herently likely-because of anything they 
do outside the Western Hemisphere. 

It is not even clear the European members 
of NATO would allow us to use such weap
ons in response to a Soviet conventional 
thrust. Theory is one thing, reality is an
other, and while the nations of Western 
Europe wish to resist a Soviet occupation, 
they also shy away from becoming a radio
active battlefield. And who can blame them, 
especially when they harbor the suspicion 
that, after a nuclear exchange in Europe, 
the U.S. and the Soviet would prudently 
decide to spare each other? That suspicion 
is so reasonable as to be ineradicable. 

Which leaves us with the oft-heard argu
ment that, fictional as the American nucle
ar umbrella may be and implausible as a 
Western European nuclear response to a 
conventional attack might be, there is still 
enough uncertainty in this situation so that 
NATO's nuclear weapons do constitute a 
"deterrent." True enough-but one can 
assume that, some time or other in the 
future, the Soviets will explore this zone of 
uncertainty. They might, for instance, find 
occasion to occupy a "troubled" frontier 
area of Turkey or Norway, both members of 
NATO. And how would NATO respond? 
With sound and fury, no doubt, but signify
ing nothing. Can one envisage NATO forces 
attacking East Germany in response to a 
Soviet provocation in Turkey? Would any 
West German government allow it? No. 

Actually, the Soviets are not likely to 
clash with Turkey, and there is a lesson to 
be learned here. The Turks have the largest 
army in NATO and they will offer fierce, de
termined and implacable resistance to any 
Soviet aggression. The Soviet regime is 
really in no position to contemplate such a 
costly and bloody adventure, no matter how 
preponderant its power. A strong military 
establishment <conventional) and an unam
biguous will to fight in defense of one's 
nation are still the most authentic-because 
they are the most credible-deterrent. 

GERKANY'S MILITARY STRENGTH 

So why can't West Germany be like 
Turkey? Because its national will has been 
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corrupted by a reliance on NATO's nuclear 
"deterrent." The idea that Germany, with 
its powerful military traditions, should be as 
defenseless as NATO's commanders now 
assure us it is-four days to a Soviet victory, 
they say!-is preposterous. Something is 
wrong, and what is wrong is NATO's reli
ance on nuclear weapons, which permits the 
West German government <and others, as 
well) to avoid the military expenditures and 
strategy that would make a conventional de
fense plausible. Plausible enough, at any 
rate, to make a Soviet thrust into Europe an 
unattractive option. 

The current crisis in NATO does not 
result from Mr. Gorbachev's cunning but 
rather from a reluctance to confront the 
issue of the role of nuclear weapons in the 
defense of Europe. Obviously, NATO-even 
a purely European NATO-would need a 
sufficiency of such weapons (just as it now 
needs a sufficiency of chemical weapons) to 
deter a Soviet first use of them, regardless 
of any arms-control treaties that might be 
signed. But reserving those weapons for this 
purpose would mean that Western Europe 
would finally have to face its moment of 
truth: the recognition that to deter the So
viets it would have to develop its conven
tional forces, and convincingly assert the 
will to use them. An American presence in 
Europe, supposedly representing a nuclear 
"trigger," is no longer a substitute for that 
strength, that will. 

DR. TOM WADDELL 

HON. NANCY PELOSI 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 198 7 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, on July 11, 1987, 

San Francisco lost a respected and beloved 
leader in the struggle for human rights, Dr. 
Tom Waddell. 

As a tribute to Dr. Waddell, I submit this ar
ticle, written by San Francisco journalist Bill 
Mandel, to be read into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD for Tom's wife, Sara Lewinstein, and 
his 3-year-old daughter, Jessica Waddell 
Lewinstein. 

CFrom the San Francisco Examiner and 
Chronicle, July 12, 1987 .] 

WITH DEATH OF TOM WADDELL, A CHILD 
LoSES HER DAD AND S.F. LoSES ONE OF ITS 
BEST 

<By Bill Mandel) 
DEAR JESSICA: You're not even 4 yet, so 

this letter won't mean much to you now, but 
it's a letter I must write. I hope your 
mother keeps it for you to read when you 
get old enough. 

Your father, Tom Waddell, the greatest 
man I have known, died Saturday morning, 
July 11, at 9 a.m. of acquired immune defi
ciency syndrome at 49. He died at home, 
peacefully, free of the pain that had pum
meled his proud body for more than a year. 

Your mother, Sara Lewinstein, was with 
her husband when he died, as were a few of 
his dear friends. In a larger sense, your fa
ther's true friends-even those who'd never 
met him-were gathered about him in San 
Francisco and across the country. Today we 
mourn. 

Any child idolizes her father, but you, Jes
sica Waddell Lewinstein, have more reason 
than most kids. You spring from sterling 
stock. Your ·father was gifted with many 
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talents, and he used them all to make his 
world-your world-a better place. 

Tom was a healer. He was a physican, but 
that was just the beginning. His doctor's 
drive to cure extended far beyond ills of the 
body and applied itself to maladies of soul 
and culture. 

I hope that when you get old enough to 
understand this note, there won't be small
minded bigots trying to shut the flow of 
love to any group of people. When your 
father was young, though, our society built 
walls to isolate people who were different 
from the majority. 

Tom Waddell was a very strong man, 
strong enough to compete for the United 
States in the decathlon, the most challeng
ing event, at the 1968 Olympic Ga.mes in 
Mexico City. A little later in his life, he used 
that strength to crash through the wall 
that prejudice built around homosexual 
people-people like your father and mother. 

Your dad had everything. He was bril
liant, loving, handsome, strong, successful 
and popular. He could have kept his homo
sexuality a secret, but he decided that truth 
was a far greater goal than personal com
fort. 

When he told the world he was a gay man, 
he lost many of the people he considered 
his friends. But in the process he gained a 
new circle of people who loved him for what 
he really was. 

Your father was a very brave man with 
endless capacity for good works. In 1980, he 
took on the challenge of organizing the 
"Gay Olympics," to be held in San Francis
co two years later. There were many prob
lems in bringing the games together, the 
most formidable being a lawsuit brought by 
the United States Olympic Committee. 

Because the USOC owns the word "Olym
pic," the committee sued organizers of the 
1982 games to prevent use of the name 
"Gay Olympics." No matter that the USOC 
silently countenanced Police Olympics, Ar
menian Olympics, Crab-Cooking Olympics 
and Dog Olympics. Back then, you see, gay 
people were sometimes afforded less respect 
than policemen, Armenians, crabs and dogs. 

Unfazed, your father and thousands of 
others blocked the word "Olympics" from 
flags, posters, tickets and clothing and held 
the games anyway. They were miraculous. 

From hundreds of cities around the nation 
they ca.me to San Francisco-muscular with 
pride, happiness ... and muscles. For gen
erations, people like them had been forced 
to live shadowy, closeted lives. Now these 
athletes marched in a blaze of color around 
Kezar Stadium as thousands cheered and 
cried. 

Thanks to your father and his allies in the 
fight for justice, a new era was dawning. 
Those Americans who cared to look through 
open eyes saw gay men and women as they 
really are. 

After the 1982 games, Tom and Sara, your 
mother and father, married and created a 
private miracle: you. You are a lucky girl in 
many ways, Jessica. You have grown up 
doubly enriched, doubly doted over by 
loving members of your parents' separate 
and overlapping worlds. 

The joy of your birth coincided, sadly, 
with the arrival of the plague that would 
take your father's life. By the time of the 
1986 Gay Games, the atmosphere in the gay 
community had changed drastically from 
the proud, flag-waving day of 1982. 

Tom was told he had AIDS as even larger 
throngs of athletes gathered in San Francis
co last August for Gay Games II. Aware of 
the irony, your father tried to keep his diag-
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nosis private, hoping the games would offer 
an antidote to the dread that was graying 
the community. 

Already thin and pale, your dad marched 
arm-in-arm With your mother and other or
ganizers of the games as thousands rose and 
cheered their progress across the green 
carpet of Kezar. Then Tom stood at the 
podium, trying to quiet the crowd that 
wouldn't let him speak for all its applause. 

Knowing he faced death, he nevertheless 
told the audience and the world that the 
games showed the gay community as it 
really was-strong, healthy, positive. 

This was always his message: hope, opti
mism, love and struggle toward the light. 

After a few months, AIDS launched its in
exorable assault on your father's body. A 
hero to the end, he refused to let the inevi
table deter him. He continued to write, to 
appear in public as often as the sickness 
would let him. He cooperated as NBC and 
ABC produced features on his remarkable 
life. He brushed aside friends' sympathy 
and insisted on pursuing his vision of life as 
an adventure. 

In the last weeks of his illness, your 
father was sad about only one thing. He 
wanted so much to live to see you as an 
adult, to find out what kind of person you 
would become. 

His dear friends told Tom they would 
stand in his stead to protect and guide you. 
But there's little we can do to equal your fa. 
ther's greatest gift: his spirit, his tenacity, 
his love and his dedication. Through your 
views flows the blood of two true champi
ons, for your mother, Sara, is Tom's mate in 
heart and soul. 

Sara called about two hours ago to say 
Tom had Just died. Through her sadness 
and sense of loss, she said his life had been 
a victory. There is nothing I can add to that 
but thanks that I was fortunate to know 
and be inspired by him. 

It is a tragedy when a 3-year-old girl loses 
her father, even more so when her dad was 
so great a man. But in his lifetime your 
father created such a beacon of goodness in 
this world that its light will always illumi
nate your path. 

RESOLUTION ON WORKING 
WOMEN 

HON. MA ITHEW G. MARTINEZ 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, the makeup 

of our labor force is rapidly changing. Increas
ingly, women are entering the work force in 
greater, and greater numbers to the point 
where they now comprise 44 percent of the 
American labor force. 

These new workers are our family mem
bers, relatives, spouses, and friends. Many 
enter the work force out of economic necessi
ty, thereby forming dual working families. 
Others join simply to seek independent ca
reers. The U.S. Department of Labor's Bureau 
of Labor Statistics informs us that between 
the fourth quarter of 1986 and the first quarter 
of 1987 alone, the number of women entering 
the work force rose by 350,000. Though we 
may certainly be pleased with this increased 
infusion of valuable talent, we must also 
remain mindful of the work-related problems 
which many of these women face. 
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One major problem lies with the large and 

persistent gap which exists between men's 
and women's rates of pay. According to a 
study conducted by the National Academy of 
Sciences, women in full time jobs receive 
wages which average only 60 percent of 
men's. Over a period of 30 years, the average 
annual income for women has risen by only 
$5,000-from $11,000 in 1955 to $16,000 in 
1986. 

The causes of this gap have been attributed 
to many different factors, including traditional 
attitudes toward work, differences in educa
tional levels, job category stereo-typing, and 
discrimination. Undoubtedly, all of these fac
tors have contributed. 

Encouragingly, many of the women now en
tering the job market are entering traditionally 
male-dominated professions, including archi
tecture, law, medicine, and engineering. Al
ready, such trends are beginning to make a 
difference, helping to erode traditional employ
ment attitudes, educational choices, and the 
pay gap itself. Moreover, these professions 
have been greatly enhanced by this influx of 
qualified and dedicated workers. 

The fact remains, however, that enlightened 
work environments are few. Many of the 
women who enter tt)e labor force do so out of 
economic necessity resulting from a change in 
their family situation-death or departure of a 
breadwinner or addition of a child, for exam
ple. Most of these women remain in tradition
ally female-dominated, lower paying positions 
which seldom lead to promotions. In addition 
to facing relatively lower wages, these women 
face inadequate child care and parental leave 
policies, as well as inadequate health and re
tirement plans. All of these factors combine to 
hamper women in their efforts to make a living 
while taking care of those for whom they are 
responsible. 

The most dramatic note of this situation is 
that many female workers fall below the pov
erty line. A 1984 Government study shows 
that the group with the highest rate of poverty 
continues to be female-headed households. 
And the number of such households, as the 
Bureau of Labor statistics has found, is in
creasing. Tragically, it has been estimated that 
by the year 2000, nearly all adults on welfare 
will be women. The "feminization of poverty," 
it appears, is well underway. 

What can we do to reverse this trend? The 
time has come to reexamine the factors which 
burden working women and move to eliminate 
them. It is of utmost importance that we offer 
women continued support. Such support en
tails encouragement and assistance with edu
cation, vigorous enforcement of antidiscrimina
tion and affirmative action laws, reexamination 
of pay scales, and implementation and reform 
of family related social programs. 

Only with continued vigilance and commit
ment can we hope to remove the legal and in
formal barriers to job and wage parity for 
women. To this end, I am introducing a House 
resolution today with 45 cosponsors in recog
nition and support of the role of working 
women in the United States. I invite my col
leagues to lend their support by cosponsoring 
this resolution. 

July 14, 1987 
AMERICAN-SOVIET YOUTH 

EXCHANGE 

HON. DENNIS M. HERTEL 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 198 7 
Mr. HERTEL. Mr. Speaker, today I wish to 

share with you the immeasurable experiences 
in which a select group of 31 Michigan stu
dents and 2 teachers are currently taking part. 
The students are engaging in a journey 
throughout the Soviet Union. 

The students were honorably chosen on the 
basis of their maturity, interest in world affairs, 
desire to represent one's school, community 
and country. They showed an intellectual curi
osity that revealed a yearning to experience 
an alternate culture. 

Joining the students on the trip are two 
teachers who showed exemplary abilities in 
and out of the classroom. The program is for
mally titled "Initiative for Understanding: Amer
ican-Soviet Youth Exchange" and is chaired 
by the respected former Governor of Michi
gan, William Milliken. Utica Community 
Schools Superintendent Donald Bemis was 
appointed State chairman by Governor James 
Blanchard. Mr. Bemis, in particular, is quite 
enthusiastic about the project because "it 
gives me a rare opportunity to help young 
people from our school district and Michigan 
gain an international understanding." 

This educational experience will first take 
the students and chaperones into Moscow. It 
is here that they will encounter among other 
things, tours of the Kremlin, Red Square, 
famous Moscow Conservatory, the Maya
kovsky Theatre, and the Lenin Library. 

From Moscow the group will venture to 
Baku, which is one of the most picturesque 
cities in all of Russia. Located along the Cas
pian Sea, this stop will allow the students to 
enjoy some of Russia's best cafes, shops and 
open air cinemas and theaters. 

Another stop on this intellectually stimulat
ing experience is Rostov. Rostov features 
marvelously preserved architectural monu
ments from the 15th through the 17th centur
ies. This town spotlights some of the most 
beautiful cathedrals in the world. 

The final two stops in this invigorating step 
into another lifestyle takes the 33 fine young 
people to Riga and Leningrad. Riga is one of 
the oldest cities on the Baltic coast. One of 
the major features of Riga is a section of town 
called Old Riga which is set in the style of a 
fortified medieval town and offers the histori
cal and architectural relics of the time period. 
The State Museum of Arts features the finest 
works of Lettish and Russian paintings and 
sculptures and will enlighten the students 
about this style of art. 

Leningrad is frequently called "the Venice 
of the North" for it is constructed on 101 is
lands in the Neva River. This great city is 
dotted with beautiful art galleries and muse
ums. It is also the home to the Peter and Paul 
Fortress, which is a former military fortress 
where the rulers of Russia from Peter I to Al
exander Ill are buried. 

I am very proud to present the Soviet Union 
with 31 of the best students and 2 of the best 
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educators from the great State of Michigan: 
Paul Bierlein, Thomas Bodell, Eric Boehrer, 
Louis Cubba, Matthew DesJardins, Mark 
Dysarz, Gina Grobbel, Jennifer lras, Peter 
lshioka, Julie Johnston, Colleen Kincaid, 
Thomas Lewand, Lisa LoCicero, Timothy 
Mackay, Thomas Massimino, Angela Messina, 
Meredith Meyer, Michael Monette, Loretta 
Monley, Dorothy Morrison, Shannon Murphy, 
Matthew Oberski, Louis Pace, Tracy Pitlan
dish, Julie Schroeder, John Schuchard, Cath
erine Shearing, Benjamin Shih, Kevin Van
Dyke, William Vanluven, Beverly Young, and 
the two teachers Barbara Markle and Preston 
Staines. These students proudly represent the 
United States in "Initiative for Understanding: 
American-Soviet Youth Exchange.'' 

JACK TURNER REPRESENTS 
THE FINEST IN THE AMERICAN 
WORK ETHIC 

HON. JAMES H. BILBRA Y 
OF NEVADA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

pay tribute to an outstanding southern Nevada 
resident, Mr. John Turner. Jack currently 
serves as director of the United Auto Workers 
Retired Workers Department. 

Few men or women have demonstrated the 
dedication and skill which have characterized 
Jack's work on behalf of the working men and 
women of our Nation. At age 18 Jack began 
his distinguished career by entering the work 
force in 1942 at the Flint, Ml, Chevrolet plant, 
where he joined UAW Local 659. Soon after
wards, Jack nobly served our country in World 
War II, leaving in 1946 after nearly 4 years of 
honorable service. Upon return to the civilian 
ranks, Jack entered Michigan State University. 

Graduating in 1950 with a degree in ac
counting, Jack began his work in earnest. In 
1955 through 1958 he served as district com
mitteeman for skilled trades, and from 1958 
until 1966 served as the secretary of the Gen
eral Motors National Negotiating Committee. 
During hrs service in the latter capacity, Jack 
served in the 1964 General Motors national 
negotiations. Jack expanded his activities on 
behalf of America's working men and women 
by joining the International Skilled Trades Ad
visory Committee in 1964, and in 1966 was 
named to the International Skilled Trades 
staff. 

As a result of the excellence of his efforts, 
Jack was named assistant director of the Re
tired Workers Department of the UAW in 1973 
and continued to serve in that role until 1980. 
At that time, in recognition for his continued 
outstanding work, Jack was named director of 
this important group. 

Jack's contributions are not limited to these 
areas alone, however. In 1973, Jack was 
named to the Executive Board of the National 
Council of Senior Citizens, a position he con
tinues to hold today. For the past 2 years 
Jack has served as secretary /treasurer of the 
distinguished organization. 

A devoted family man, Jack is the proud 
father of two gifted children. He has given 
countless hours in service to his community 
both as a Shriner and as a Mason. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Mr. Speaker, I ask today that my colleagues 

join me in commending the outstanding contri
butions of Jack Turner. Jack truly embodies 
the finest in family values, service to commu
nity and Nation, and of the American work 
ethic. 

CHARITABLE GIFT ANNUITIES 
EXCLUSION 

HON. HAL DAUB 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. DAUB. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro

ducing a bill to amend last year's Tax Reform 
Act to clarify that the issuance of charitable 
gift annuities is not to be considered when de
termining whether certain organizations are to 
be treated as providing commercial-type insur
ance. Charitable institutions have used these 
annuities as a substantial source of funding 
for many years. But under the Tax Reform Act 
the tax-exempt status of these institutions 
would be denied unless "no substantial part 
of its activities consist of providing commer
cial-type insurance." 

Even if an organization is not substantially 
engaged in providing commercial-type insur
ance, the activity of providing this insurance 
constitutes unrelated trade or business 
income resulting in a tax under rules applica
ble to insurance companies. Not only would 
the tax be onerous, but it would be a complex 
one that many charitable institutions would not 
comply with, and so would not accept these 
kinds of donations. 

I believe that it was not intended that these 
new provisions include charitable gift annu
ities. The legislative history on the topic is 
completely silent, and in fact specifically indi
cates that organizations like Blue Cross/Blue 
Shield were instead intended to be taxed 
under these provisions. In addition, since 
charitable remainder trusts are not subject to 
this treatment I feel that gift annuities, used by 
taxpayers of a more modest mean~. should be 
treated similarly. 

IN MEMORY OF A RESPECTED 
LITIGATOR 

HON. JAMES J. FLORIO 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, on July 2, Edwin 

P. Rome, the well-respected litigator and 
active member of the community in Philadel
phia died at his home in Gladwyne, PA, at the 
age of 71. 

In his many years of service to his prestigi
ous Philadelphia law firm and to the people he 
defended, his tenacity was a testament to the 
ideal of justice in the courts. 

Indeed, it was that tenacity which com
mended him to his colleagues. His effort on 
behalf of his clients often went the long road. 
He pursued justice for his clients, often going 
through years and years of appeals and litiga
tion. 
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One of the early episodes which distin

guished his career was his defense of a young 
man coerced into confessing to a crime. Al
though at times the courts all the way to the 
Supreme Court decided against him, Mr. 
Rome was equally determined to see that his 
client was given a fair trial. 

And for that determination, Mr. Rome 
helped to define what would later be known in 
the law books as the Miranda decision, reaf
firming the rights of the accused and the pre
sumption of innocence. 

His colleagues, both those in his law firm 
and those whom he opposed in court, and the 
judges on the bench respected him. State Su
preme Court Justice Michael Musmanno 
praised him, "I cannot help but express a re
newed and continued admiration for lawyers in 
the search for the priceless jewel, truth." 

Fairness for the common man was the cor
nerstone of his law practive, when defending 
an accused man or arguing on behalf of 
American companies subjected to unfair trade 
practices from abroad. 

Mr. Rome's dedication to the community of 
man also extended to his private life, giving 
many hours to the arts and historical commis
sions, including the Walnut Street Theater and 
the Philadelphia Museum of Art. 

For the many years that he gave of himself 
to his practice, to his clients, and to the com
munity, Mr. Rome demonstrated that the pur
suit of justice was a worthy endeavor. I join 
his family and friends in remembering his life, 
his accomplishment, and his inspiration. 

IN HONOR OF DR. GEORGE E. 
MURPHY 

HON. BILL GREEN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I should like to 

take this time to pay tribute to Dr. George E. 
Murphy, the founder and chairman of the 
Murphy Center at Asphalt Green. The center 
is an educational and recreational facility lo
cated in my district. 

Fourteen years ago, Dr. Murphy saw that 
the needs of the youth of New York City were 
not being met in terms of having facilities 
where youngsters could pursue both educa
tional and athletic activities. Dr. Murphy took 
his dream of building such a facility on the 
Upper East Side of Manhattan and, on his 
own, turned it into a reality. Today the Murphy 
Center at Asphalt Green is an active and vital 
facility in my district. The youth of the area 
now have a place to go after school and on 
the weekends to play various sports as well 
as take part in many creative art programs. 

Two years ago another one of Dr. Murphy's 
dreams came true; and now the Murphy 
Center has the only astro turf field on the East 
Side of Manhattan. This field is open to the 
public at large as well as being available for 
the schools and social agencies in the city. 

On a more personal note, Dr. Murphy and I 
have worked closely over the last 2 years in 
coordinating a program to help educate the 
youth of New York City on the dangers of 
drug and alcohol abuse. The Murphy Center 
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has hosted both the 1986 and the 1987 York
ville Basketball Tournment. The project used a 
sports program to reach a broad cross section 
of our troubled youth. The thrust of our pro
gram, however, was educational. In 1986, we 
had 125 youngsters participate in the pro
gram. Last year, Dr. Murphy saw that the drug 
problems affecting the youth in our city were 
not decreasing and we expanded our program 
so that over 225 youngsters between the 
ages of 11 to 18 took part in this year's event. 

Dr. Murphy has made a lifelong commitment 
to help the youngsters of New York City. It 
seems that every year he is formulating new 
creative programs for youngsters of all ages. 
We are all in his debt for his continued energy 
and vision of life for the children of today. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. ROBERT E. WISE, JR. 
OF WEST VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday, June 

30, 1987, I was unable to get to the floor in 
time for the vote on H.R. 2616. At the time I 
was meeting with representatives of the 
Kaiser Aluminum plant in Ravenswood, WV. 
Had I been here I would have supported this 
bill and voted "yea" on rollcall 230. 

H.R. 2616 is an extremely important bill be
cause it further strengthens a veteran's abili
ties to obtain health care and provides for 
greatly improved VA health care delivery. The 
centerpiece of this legislation is a provision 
which would prohibit the Veterans' Administra
tion from transferring the veterans readjust
ment counseling centers to VA hospital loca
tions. This network of 189 centers, of which 4 
are located in West Virginia, are currently 
based in smaller communities throughout the 
country. Since it began in 1979, the Vet 
Center Program has provided a wide range of 
counseling services to over 400,000 veterans 
and family members. 

I was extremely pleased that H.R. 2616 
passed the House of Representatives by such 
a large majority and I would urge my col
leagues in the Senate to act quickly on this 
legislation. 

IN HONOR OF JAMES YANCEY 

HON. RICHARD RAY 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in order 

to honor a fellow Georgian, James Yancey. 
Mr. Yancey is president of the Columbus Bank 
& Trust Co. His rise to that position is remark
able considering the fact that he began work
ing for the bank as a teller without the advan
tage of a college diploma. 

Jimmy Yancey was raised in Columbus, GA, 
the son of two textiles workers. Believing that 
his opportunities were limited, he enrolled in a 
vocational course in high school hoping to be 
a machinist. However, his high school princi
pal saw promise in him and recommended 
him for a position at Columbus Bank & Trust. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Twenty-eight years later Jimmy Yancey 

serves as the president of that bank, which 
has deposits of over $600 million and is the 
largest independent bank outside of Atlanta. 
As chair of the Chamber of Commerce's Eco
nomic Development Committee Jimmy proved 
to be an effective promotor of the business in
terest of the Columbus area. Georgia is lucky 
his talents were recognized, because he has 
never failed to help out the people of Georgia. 

Jimmy Yancey's career is an example of 
our Nation and a confirmation that the Ameri
can dream is still alive and obtainable. Mr. 
Speaker, Jimmy Yancey is an inspiration for 
all Americans, and I request that this article 
from Georgia Trend magazine be placed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD in his honor. 

JAMES YANCEY: THE HORATIO ALGER OF 
GEORGIA BANKING 

<By Ken Edelstein> 
James D. Yancey wasn't planning a career 

in banking when he applied for a teller's po
sition at Columbus Bank & Trust Co. in 
1959. He just wanted a job to tide him over 
until he could get work as a machinist. In
stead, he wound up staying 28 years. With
out the benefit of a four-year college degree, 
he worked his way up to president of 
CB&T, Georgia's largest independent bank 
outside Atlanta. 

"My initial thought was 'This seems like a 
nice job. But this isn't what I want to do all 
my life,'" recalls Yancey, 45. "When I was 
growing up, I didn't even know what a 
banker really was." 

A round-faced man with a casual, easy
going manner, Yancey is sitting on the ve
randa of the stylish A-frame cottage he 
owns on Lake Harding, a popular weekend 
retreat among the more prosperous citizens 
of Columbus. Occasionally he peers through 
a pair of binoculars at the water skiers criss
crossing the calm water. 

Yancey envisioned his future far differ
ently when he was enrolled in the vocation
al program at Columbus' Jordan High 
School in the late 1950s. The son of two tex
tile mill workers, he saw a career as a ma
chinist as his ticket out of the low-paying 
mills that then were the dominant employ
ers in Columbus, recalls Earl J. Hamilton 
Jr., a lifelong friend. "Jimmy and I both 
came from the part of town that bank presi
dents didn't come from," says Hamilton, 
now the owner of several restaurant fran
chises in Fort Walton Beach, Florida. 

Yancey wasn't the handiest of his class
mates when it came to turning lathe or 
sawing metal. He got a job after graduation 
in 1959, but he was laid off at the end of the 
summer. That layoff turned out to be Yan
cey's big break. CB&T, an aggressive up
start among Columbus banks at the time, 
was looking for a bank teller and called 
Yancey's high school principal, R.H. Talia
ferro, to inquire about recent graduates. Ta
liaferro recommended Yancey, even though 
he was on the blue-collar-not the white-
collar---career track. · 

"He was well-liked by everyone because he 
was always willing to help anyone, regard
less of who they were," says Hamilton, who 
played on Jordan High's football team with 
Yancey. Yancey started at center his senior 
year, while Hamilton was a receiver. "He 
wasn't always a guy with a lot of physical 
ability, but he was a 110%-type of guy.". 

Yancey's willingness to work hard wasn't 
overlooked at CB&T. He learned the bank
ing business quickly, moving from teller to 
head teller to audit clerk to installment loan 
officer in 3lh years. Six months later, the 
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CB&T board of directors named him assist
ant cashier, putting him on the bank's man
agement track. 

After stints as a branch manager and 
lending officer, he became executive vice 
president of CB&T in 1977 and president in 
1983. The bank now has assets of $750 mil
lion and about 500 employees. 

Last year Yancey took on an additional as
sigrunent. He became vice-chairman of 
CB&T Bancshares, CB&T's parent compa
ny and the state's largest bank holding com
pany based outside Atlanta. The Company 
has assets of $1.6 billion, a brokerage, a fi
nancial management company and 11 affili
ate banks, including its flagship, CB&T. 
The bank also owns 82% of Total System 
Services, a separate company and the na
tion's second-largest provider of credit card 
processing services. 

Not many bank tellers get as far up the 
corporate ladder as Yancey has without at 
least a four-year college degree, a little help 
from their family, or both. David R. Wil
liams, communications director of the Geor
gia Bankers Association, describes Yancey's 
rise as "really very rare, especially for the 
larger banks. I don't think there's another 
president of a larger bank in Georgia who's 
done what he's done." 

A case in point is Yancey's predecessor, 
James H. Blanchard, who 1s now chairman 
of CB&T Bancshares. Blanchard has a 
bachelor's degree in business administration 
and a law degree from the University of 
Georgia. His father, the late James W. Blan
chard, was president of the bank. The 
younger Blanchard was 29 when he was 
named president in 1970, after only six 
months as a CB&T executive. 

While Blanchard and Yancey downplay 
their different routes to the presidency, the 
contrasts between the two men don't end 
there. Blanchard is a lanky extrovert, whose 
ever upbeat statements have led to his unof
ficial designation as the city's top cheerlead
er. Yancey, on the other hand, does his best 
work quietly, often behind the scenes. He 
gazes contemplatively at those he speaks 
with, and makes his points softly. 

Their differences may, in part, explain the 
strength of CB&T. Says Gerry O'Meara, an 
analyst with Robinson-Humphrey Co. in At
lanta, "We think very highly of the team at 
CB&T. We think they've done a very effec
tive job of managing their fanchise in what 
is an increasingly competitive market." 

CB&T has grown dramatically in the past 
15 years and, at the same time, avoided fall
ing prey to a larger bank. Founded in 1930 
from the merger of two smaller banks, 
CB&T had long been Columbus' number
two bank, behind First National Bank of Co
lumbus. But with the financial backing of 
Columbus industrialist D. Abbott Turner 
and an aggressive modernization plan initi
ated by the Blanchards, CB&T finally over
took its rival in the early 1970s. At the end 
of 1986, CB&T's deposits totaled more than 
$600 million, compared with about $350 mil
lion at First National, which 1s now part of 
First Union Corp. of Georgia. 

CB&T Bancshares has avoided a fray with 
its big Atlanta cousins by acquiring banks in 
cities on the fringes of the Atlanta area, like 
Carrollton and Newnan, and in small towns 
elsewhere, like St. Marys and Chatsworth. 
It has avoided a takeover, at least in part, 
because of Total System. CB&T Banc
shares' stock was trading at almost four 
times its book value last spring, compared to 
the average among Southeastern banks of 
about 1.6 times book value. O'Meara says 
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the difference is due to the value placed on 
Total System. 

Blanchard generally gets most of the 
credit for CB&T's growth. But he has high 
praise for the performances of the bank's 
top executives, particularly Yancy. Blan
chard sees Yancey's rise at CB&T as noth
ing less than a confirmation of the Ameri
can dream. 

"Ultimately who you are, where you came 
from and what your track record is will get 
you only so far," says Blanchard. What 
Yancey's success shows, he says, is that "our 
company, and probably most any company, 
is looking for the best folks, the ones that 
have the best talent and can get the job 
done." . 

In some ways, Yancey says, not going to a 
four-year college may have given him an ad
vantage. "I started to learn things while 
other <management trainees fresh out of 
college) were just getting started." Yancey 
did begin taking classes at Columbus Col
lege, which until 1970 was a two-year insti
tution, shortly after he began working at 
CB&T. He earned an associate degree in 
business in 1964. Later, he completed bank
ing courses at Rutgers University and Lou
isiana State University. 

Yancey claims it's "not impossible to do 
today what I did" because the bank still pro
motes from within. Blanchard agrees. To 
him, Yancey's judgment on money matters 
and his concern for people are more impor
tant than any degree. Yancey's judgment is 
"as good as anybody's I know," says Blan
chard. "I'm not sure it's something you ac
quire. He just inherently has good judg
ment." 

He's also the kind of person who is con
stantly thinking of ways to help customers 
and employees, Blanchard adds. "I get along 
with people well," says Yancey. "I think I'm 
sensitive to people's needs." 

Yancey's wife, Ruth, who was his high 
school girlfriend, says Yancey was always 
the quiet, sensitive type. A friend had to in
troduce them before he would ask her on 
their first date. "I know it's hard to be
lieve, but he was extremely shy," she says. 
"But I liked to talk. He listened. So every
thing worked out." 

Today, Columbus business leaders might 
call Yancey reserved, but not shy. For the 
past three years, until last December, he 
chaired the Chamber of Commerce's Eco
nomic Development Committee. When a 
Fairchild Industries plant that made air
craft parts closed last October, Yancey and 
a group of business executives flew to the 
company's headquarters in Chantilly, Vir
ginia, to offer their help in finding a new 
owner. 

News that Textron Inc., a Rhode Island 
conglomerate, might be interested in the 
plant led Yancey to contact U.S. Rep. Rich
ard Ray, whose district includes Columbus. 
Ray helped persuade Textron executives to 
buy the plant. Textron reopened the facility 
in June and expects eventually to employ 
120 people-the same number that had 
worked at Fairchild. 

While Yancey clearly believes Columbus is 
a desirable site for new business, his style as 
a civic booster is low-key. "I don't think the 
stereotypical salesman succeeds in economic 
development," he says. "The 'Hail, fellow' 
and the slap on the back aren't what they 
<corporate decision-makers) want." Yancey 
says he's "a salesman in the sense that we 
deliver what we say we'll deliver." His sale
manship proved effective last April in per
suading the Business Council of Georgia, of 
which he's a board member, to spend two 
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days of its Red Carpet Tour of Georgia in 
Columbus. The tour, made up of top-level 
executives considering establishing facilities 
in Georgia, had bypassed the city since 
1982_ 

The idea that someday he might mingle 
with the state's top business and political 
leaders never occurred to Yancey when he 
first joined the bank. He remembers his 
early awe of the late James W. Blanchard, 
who was bank president when Yancey 
became a teller. "My impression of the 
president was 'There's no way I'm going to 
do that,'" he says. "There was Mr. Blan
chard, this man with this presence, this 
bearing, that just told you he was a leader. 
If you walked into a room, and you didn't 
know who he was, you'd still know he was 
somebody important." 

Yancey may not have the polish of his 
late boss, but he does have the ability to in
spire people. "I think I tend to lead by ex
ample," he says. "More like 'If I can do it, 
you can do it.' " 

And the way Yancey did it at CB&T was 
one step at a time. He never looked more 
than a position ahead of where he already 
was. "If I had been a junior loan officer 
looking to be president, I probably never 
would have made it to senior loan officer,'' 
he says. "What you've got to do is be good 
at the job you're doing and concentrate on 
that." 

Yancey continues to adhere to that phi
losophy as bank president. Earlier this year, 
when Blanchard and other CB&T Banc
shares executives moved into new quarters, 
Yancey took over Blanchard's office on the 
first floor of CB&T's main downtown bank. 
He has yet to change the decor. The only 
things be brought with him were his own 
leather swivel chair and a collection of pa
perweights from Columbus' leading compa
nies. One contains a well-known quote from 
Robert W. Woodruff that's as apt a descrip
tion of Yancey's beliefs as it was of the 
Coca-Cola magnate's: "There is no limit to 
what a man can do or where he can go if he 
doesn't mind who gets the credit." 

His workdays begin about 7:30 a.m. After 
sorting through a stack of newspapers and 
mail, he's off to one of his daily 8:15 a.m. 
meetings. Mondays, Thursdays and Fridays 
he chairs a gathering of CB&T executives. 
Wednesdays he meets with CB&T division 
and branch bank officials. Tuesdays are re
served for meetings of the CB&T Banc
shares executive committee. 

A steady flow of customers and employees 
pass through his office in the late mornings 
and early afternoons. Then there are con
struction sites to visit and meetings with 
chamber officials to attend. It's usually 6:30 
or 7 p.m. before he joins his wife at their 
north Columbus home. Their daughter, 
Stephanie, 24 is a law student at the Univer
sity of Georgia, and their son, Brooks, 20 is 
a sophomore at Georgia Tech. 

Yancey could take more than two weeks 
of vacation a year, but he never has. Still, 
he bristles at the suggestion that he's a 
workaholic. "I don't think of it as hard 
work," he says, without hesitation. "There's 
never been a day since I started that I ever 
hated to go to work. It was never a drudgery 
for me." 

As for the future, Yancey maintains he's 
content where he is. "I've got the best job in 
America today," he says. "I work for a com
pany that allows me to grow. I can keep on 
enjoying what I am doing without getting 
another title.'' 
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PEACE IN THE MIDDLE EAST 

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 14, 1987 
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I wish to clarify 

my position on a letter to my colleagues that I 
recently cosigned opposing legislation de
signed to close the information offices of the 
PLO in the United States. The fundamental 
purpose of this letter was to express concern 
over legislation that, I believe, would threaten 
the exercise of free speech in this country and 
have damaging consequences for our ability 
to participate in the peace process in the 
Middle East. 

As we all know, Mr. Speaker, the search for 
peace in the Middle East has been elusive. 
Deeply held convictions have kept the peo
ples of this region from fostering mutual unr
derstanding. As an important player in the 
region, the United States needs to hear differ
ing points of view. 

My concern that this country not close 
channels of communications with representa
tives of the Palestinian people, must not be 
misconstrued in any way as a lack of support 
for the State of Israel. Israel is our most im
portant ally in the region. Our Nation's com
mitment to defend the State of Israel's right to 
exist and to provide economic and military 
support must never be questioned. 

To underscore this point, I would like to 
quote from a speech I made to this body last 
year: 

Israel will continue to be a nation with 
special problems and a special relationship 
to the United States. Because it is surround
ed by hostile neighbors, the question of se
curity will be a priority which overshadows 
all others. America needs to acknowledge 
this and to continue to provide what we can 
to ensure the security of our closest ally in 
the Middle East. 

Ultimately, Mr. Speaker, there will be no 
lasting peace in the Middle East, and no true 
security for the State of Israel, without a reso
lution of the Palestinian issue. The questions 
of a Palestinian homeland and representation 
for the Palestinian people must be addressed. 

It is in this context-the need to search for 
a lasting peace in the Middle East as well as 
to protect freedom of speech at home-that I 
have expressed my opposition to legislation 
which would deny an organization represent
ing the Palestinian people the opportunity to 
present its views. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to read 
the following article on this subject. 
CFrom the Washington Post, July 12, 19871 

PLAYING PLO POLITICS WITH THE FIRST 
AMENDMENT 

<By Nat Hentoff) 
Bringing students to watch Congress at 

work is chancy. On a good day they might 
hear Sens. Paul Simon, Howard Metz
enbaum, Carl Levin, and Ted Kennedy 
speak with passionate commitment about 
the need to protect the Bill of Rights, espe
cially the First Amendment. On a bad day 
they might hear that the very same sena
tors are cosponsors of a bill that would use 
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the Justified abhorrence of the PLO to 
weaken the First Amendment. 

The bill has been introduced in the Senate 
by Charles Grassley of Iowa, and its House 
counterpart has been proudly initiated by 
Jack Kemp of New York. It's called the 
Anti-Terrorism Act of 1987, and, among 
other things, it forbids Americans receiving 
anything of value, except informational ma
terial, from the Palestine Liberation Organi
zation. What happens to a newspaper that 
runs an ad after the bill has been passed 
protesting the law-an ad paid for with PLO 
money? Does the paper get indicted? 

At the core of this bill-crafted to make 
those who vote against it appear to be soft 
on terrorism when they're next up for re
election-is a provisoin that would close the 
two PLO offices in the United States. No 
one could establish such an office hence
forth "at the behest or direction of, or with 
funds provided by the PLO." <There has 
been an observer mission connected with 
the United Nations in New York since 1974, 
and an information office in Washington 
since 1978.) 

In speaking for the bill on the Senate 
floor, cosponsor Robert Dole noted solemn
ly, "We are not seeking to undermine any
one's rights-neither the rights of any 
Americans nor the rights of anyone any
where else in the world." That's the kind of 
prologue that gives the First Amendment 
the shakes. "We are seeking," added the 
senator, "to strengthen the defenses of this 
country against the real, physical threat 
that the PLO represents." 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Factions of the PLO have murdered and 

maimed elsewhere, sometimes with the smil
ing approval of Yasser Arafat. But there 
has been no claim that the PLO offices in 
the United States have been involved in ter
rorism or in conspiracies to commit terror
ism. Even the American Israel Public Af
fairs Committee, which has been mightily 
pushing this bill, admits that. And there are 
laws that would put away anyone caught in 
such crimes. 

Rep. Barney Frank, the pungent civil lib· 
ertarian from Massachusetts, thinks the 
Anti-Terrorism Act of 1987 is foolish. "It's a 
mistake," he says, "for friends of Israel to 
put this much energy into the bill because 
even if it passes, it's not going to accomplish 
anything with regard to terrorism. Oh, the 
bill might accomplish one thing. By outlaw
ing the PLO here, it'll create an aura of 
martyrdom around the PLO." 

Morton Halperin, who runs the Washing
ton office of the American Civil Liberties 
Union, points out that "it is clearly a viola
tion of the rights of free speech and associa
tion to bar American citizens from acting as 
agents seeking to advance the political ide
ology of any organization, even if that orga
nization is based abroad." And integral to 
exercising those rights of speech and asso
ciation is the corollary ability to have an 
office, a staff and a phone listing. Under the 
bill, PLO supporters still do have the right 
to stand on street comers passing out litera
ture, and they are also free to sleep under 
the bridges at night. 
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Americans, moreover, whether they have 

any use for the PLO or not, also have the 
First Amendment right to receive ideas, in
cluding propaganda. The senators and rep
resentatives cosponsoring this bill in such 
large numbers obviously forget, as one dis
senting congressman, Don Edwards of Cali
fornia, told me: "Our country was built on 
dialogue." 

Should the bill be passed-or should the 
State and Justice departments decide to 
close the Washington office unilaterally in 
order to short-circuit the anti-terrorism 
act-a powerful precedent will have been 
set. Why not close down the offices of the 
African National Congress? It has engaged 
in violence and says it has no choice but to 
continue to. 

An official of a Jewish organization that 
does not support the bill notes wryly that if 
such legislation had been on the books 
while Jews were trying to bring the state of 
Israel into being, the Irgun Zvai Leumi 
would have been on the proscribed list. 
That fierce group engaged in terrorism 
against the British in Palestine for what it 
considered urgent nationalistic reasons. 

Seeing the names of Jack Kemp and Jesse 
Helms on the bills is not surprising. But 
some of the other cosponsors-including 
Barbara Mikulski, Bob Packwood and Arlen 
Specter-show how shallow the attachment 
to the First Amendment is when you can 
pick up easy political points by straight
arming it. Something for kids to think 
about in this bicentennial year. 
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